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ERRATA. 

On pa^e 10, fifth line from bottom, for Markrun read Mwrkvm. 

Page 29, twelfth line from top, for professed resul possessed. 

Page 40, last ijn(\ for they read this. 

Pa^e 43, emhih line fmni top, between word and seems^ insert " them." 

Page 58, fineenth line from top, fur divine rea<l diverse. 

Pase 74, sixth line from bottom, insert between an^ and .Hm,— That they ruled to 
admitted by our author.. 

Pajre 80, fifth line from top. for imperial read inspired. 

B^-si-les these, there are a few minor mistakes, two or three of which extend to 
single letters in Greek words, but they are so obvious that the reader will at once 
perceive and correct them for himself. 



TO THE READER. 



In givUg to the public the following Lectures, the 
Author h^ yielded to the earnest solicitation of his people, 
for whose special benefit they were prepared and delivered. 
The circumstances which made it necessary for him to enter 
upon the discussion are sufficiently explained in the intro- 
ductory discourse. In the course of his argument he has 
not scrupled to avail himself of all the aid he could gather 
from the most prominent authors upon the same subject; 
such as Miller, Barnes, Smyth, Powell, Duffield, d&c. He 
flatters himself that the argument is compressed into a much 
smaller compass in the present volume, than it can elsewhere 
be found ; while yet nothing material to a correct under- 
standing of the whole subject is omitted. 

There is one point to which he would call the ipecial 
attention of the reader. Writers upon the same side of 
this subject with himself, have divided the Apostolic office 
into two pans, viz., that which was extraordinary and tempo- 
rary, and that which was ordinary and perpetual. The 
former part of this office, they tell us, has long since passed 
away; while the latter continues in the person of every 
gospel minister. By thus dividing the same office into parts 
so entirely distinct and distinguished from each other, they 
have, to many minds, darkened the whole subject, and given 
cor opponents a decided advantage. The author of the 
subsequent Lectures has endeavored to prove that the 
Apostleship is an office entirely distinct from the pres- 

I 



8 INTRODUCTION. 

was left with her members to adopt such a form as they, 
under all the circumstances of the case, should deem most 
expedient. They prefer Episcopacy because they believe it 
to be the most perfect form of government ; but they deny 
that it has been established jure divino. Among this class 
we find the names of Archbishops Cranmer, Grindal, 
Whitgift, and Tillotson ; Bishops Leighton, Jewel, Reynolds, 
Burnet, and Croft ; Doctors Whittaker and Stillingfleet, 
and a multitude of others too numerous to mention. The 
second class are those who believe that Episcopacy was 
sanctioned by the Apostles, and that it is necessary to the 
perfection of the church, but deny that it is necessary to her 
existence : and they acknowledge other evangelical denomi- 
nations to be true churches ^ although deprived of the perfect 
polity preferred and adopted by the apostles. We find 
numbered with this class, among many other distinguished 
names, Archbishops Usher and Wake : Bishops Hall, 
Dounham, Bancroft, Andrews, Forbes, Chillingworth, 
Hoadly, &c. The third class comprises those who, follow- 
ing the illustrious example of the papal hierarchy, unchurch 
everybody but themselves, and thunder out their bull of 
excommunication against the ministry and ordinances of 
every other denomination, declaring them invalid and of no 
effect. We are gratified to be able to state, for the honor 
of the Episcopal church, that this third class has, from the 
Reformation until very lately, been comparatively small. 
How the matter stands at present, we are unable definitely 
to say; we trust they are still in the minority, although 
we have reason to fear that they are on the increase. 

To show that this is not a mistaken statement, let a few 
quotations from Episcopal writers suffice. The unhappy 
Charles I., when urged to consent to a proposed act of 
Parliament for abolishing Episcopacy, wrote upon the 
subject to his tried Episcopal friends and counsellors — Lord 
Jermyn, Lord Culpepper, and Mr. Ashburnham — as follows : 
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** Show me any precedent wherever Presbyterial government 
and regal was together without perpetual rebellions ; which 
was the cause that necessitated the king my father to change , 
that government in Scotland. And even in France, where 
they are upon tolerance, (which in likelihood should cause 
moderation,) did they ever sit still so long as they had power 
to rebel 1 And it cannot be otherwise ; for the ground of 
their doctrine is anti-monarchical. I will say, without 
hyperbole, that there was not a wiser man since Solomon 
than he who said, * no Bishop, no King,' " His majesty 
likewise stated that to consent to the proposed abolition was 
against his " conscience J' To all of which they reply — *' If, 
by conscience, your meaning is, that you are obliged to do 
all in your power to support and maintain the functions of 
Bishops, as that which is the most ancient, reverend, and 
pious government of the church, we fully and heartily 
concur with you therein. But if, by conscience is intended 
to assert that Episcopacy is jure divino exclusive, whereby 
no Protestant (or rather Christian) church can be acknow- 
ledged for such without a bishop, we must, therein, crave 
leave wholly to differ. And if we be not in error, we are in 
good company ; there not being (as we have cause to 
believe) six persons of the Protestant religion of the other 
opinion. Thus much we can add, that, at the treaty of 
Uxbridge, none of your divines then present (though much 
provoked thereunto) would maintain that (we might say 
j uncharitable) opinion ; no, not privately among your com- 

missioners." It is worthy of remark, that these counsellors 
I of King Charles were entirely opposed to the abolition of 

1^ Episcopacy, and in favor of maintaining the functions of 

the bishops, as "the most ancient, reverend, and pious 
government of the church ;" still, they did not hold, and 
they had reason to believe that there were ^^ not six persons 
of the Protestant religion,'* who held that Episcopacy was 
"jure divino exclusive,'' in such a sense that no Protestant 



10 INTRODUCTION. 

denomination without bishops could be called a church. 
This uncharitable sentiment, for themselves and the whole 
English church, they entirely repudiate. Bishop Hall, an 
eminent English prelate who flourished about the middle of 
the seventeenth century, and who did as much as any other 
man of that age to advance the cause of Episcopacy, pub- 
lished a work which he called Irenicum, (or Peacemaker,) 
from which we extract the following passage : " Blessed be 
God, there is no difference, in any essential point, between 
the church of England, and her sister-reformed churches. 
We unite in every article of Christian doctrine, without the 
least variation, as full and absolute agreement between their 
public confessions and ours testifies. The only difference 
between us consists in our mode of constituting the external 
ministry ; and even with respect to this, we are of one mind, 
because we all profess to believe that it is not an essential of 
the church, (though, in the opinion of many, it is a matter of 
importance to her well-being ;) and we all retain a respectful 
and l^iendly opinion of each other, not seeing any reason 
why so $m€Ut a disagreement should produce any alienation 
of affection among us." 

In a pamphlet recently published in this village, entitled 
•* An inquiry into the ministerial commission, by Rev. Lloyd 
Windsor, M. A.," (to which pamphlet, as we proceed, we 
shall now and then pay our respects,) we find a long cata- 
logue of Popes and Bishops, through which the author pre- 
tends to trace a regular succession of Apostles, from the 
Apostles Peter and Paul to Apostle White of Pennsylvania ; 
who, it would seem from the author's showing, was the first 
Apostle to the Gentiles beyond the Chreat Waters : for in 
1787, William Markrun, the arch-Apostle of York, in con- 
nection with other Apostles of the Episcopal church, con- 
stituted this William White apostle of Pennsylvania. Now, 
as he was the father of the Episcopal church in the United 
States, and the medium through which they trace their 
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Apostolic succession up to the churches of the seven-hilled 
city, his opinions should have great weight with the sons of 
the prelacy. This same Bishop White published a pam- 
phlet, entitled " The Case of the Episcopal Church in the 
United States considered," from which we extract the follow- 
ing : " Now if even those who hold Episcopacy to be of 
divine right conceive the obligation to it not to be binding, 
when that idea would be destructive of public worship ; 
much more must they think so, who indeed venerate and 
prefer that form as the most ancient and eligible, but 
toithout caiy idea of divine right in the case. This the 
author believes to be the sentiment of the great body of 
Episcopalians in America; in which respect, they have in 
their favor unquestionably the sense of the church of 
England ; and, as he believes, the opinions of her most 
distinguished prelates for piety, virtue, and abilities" We 
see from this extract, 

1. That in the days of Bishop White, those who believed 
in the divine right of Episcopacy did not consider it abso- 
lutely necessary to the existence of a church ; they 

CONOfilVBD THE OBLIGATION OF IT NOT TO BE BINDING 
WHEN T^AT IDEA WOULD BB DESTRUCTIVE OF PUBLIC WOR- 
SHIP.'' 

2. That, much as Bishop White venerated Episcopacy, 
he did not believe in its divine right, 

3. That the great body of Episcopalians in America 
were of the same opinion ; and, 

4. That this was the sense of the English church, sus- 
tained by her most distinguished prelates. 

With Episcopalians of this stamp we have no controver- 
sy. We love them as brethren, and are more than willing 
that they should enjoy the form of government which they 
so much venerate. It is not the Episcopal church against 
which we contend : it is not their form of government, their 
liturgy, their creed. To be sure we think them all, in many 
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respects, defective ; but if others prefer them, we are entire- 
ly willing they should adopt them ; and we ^ail them as 
members of the same spiritual family with us, belonging to 
the same body of Christ, which is the chureh. But when 
the sons of the Hierarchy come out with their exclusive 
claims— their jure divino exclusive opinions — when they 
profess to be the only true church, and to possess the only 
valid ministry and ordinances — when they unchurch every 
Protestant denomination but their own, calling their pastors 
unordained, and their sacraments unauthorized — when they 
arrogate to themselves all correct understanding of this sub- 
ject — when they attribute the opinions of their brethren 
who differ from them to prejudice and ignorcmce, and, in 
effect, say to the world, *' we are the people, and wis- 
dom WILL DIE WITH US " — wheu, uot Satisfied with preach- 
ing these doctrines week after week and month after month, 
they give them to the community in pamphlets — and when, 
illy at ease to have these pamphlets find their way into the 
bosom of families from respectable bookstores, they ' cause 
them TO be hawked from door to door in baskets — 
then, we think that for us to keep silence on the subject 
would be an unpardonable omission of duty. Certainly our 
brethren of the Episcopal church cannot blame us, if, under 
such circumstances, we should review their exclusive claims 
with some degree of severity — if we should defend, with 
somewhat of a heavy hand, our own ecclesiastical exist- 
ence. 

We have just received, through the columns of the Epis- 
copal Recorder, some remarks of the venerable Dr. Milnor, 
Rector of St. George's Church, New-York city, against the 
influence of the Oxford Tracts and other publications of the 
same school, which go to show that, in his opinion, the 
increase of the exclusive doctrines of high church Episco- 
palians is to be attributed, in a great measure, to those pub- 
lications. " That those tracts," says he, " have been the 
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means of corrupting the faith of many, and of leading some, 
for the sake of consistency, to abjure the reformecl faith and 
to unite themselves with the church of Rome, is an unques- 
tioned fact ; and that they have led members still in com- 
munion to promulgate opinions which, a few years ago, 
would have identified them with the adherents of that cor- 
rupt church, is equally true." What those opinions are 
which are taught at Oxford and imbibed by a portion of the 
Episcopal church, and which, in the view of Dr. Milnor at 
least, would have identified their adherents with the Papal 
church, had they been promulgated a few years ago, we 
learn from the following extract. " When I can bring my 
mind to believe that, instead of taking my Bible as the guide 
of my path, I should dishonor the best of Heaven's gifts by 
admitting tradition to a coequal rank — when I can be per- 
suaded that there is a dread obscurity in Scripture, even in 
the fundamentals of Christian faith, that renders indispensa- 
ble the aid of such an adjunct in the discovery of truth — 
when my charity so fails that I can consign my fellow- 
Christians of other names, whatever the strength of their 
faith in Christ and the holiness of their lives, to the uncove- 
nanted mercies of God, because of their not belonging to a 
church governed by bishops consecrated by succession from 
the Apostles — when I dare assert that that order is requisite 
not only to the perfection and completeness of a Christian 
church, but also to its very existence — when I am convinced 
that I must ascribe exclusively to the apostolic commission 
the derivation of the grace of the Spirit and our mystical 
communion with Christ, to believe, in truth, that the sacra- 
ments of the church are the only channels whereby the gifts 
of the Holy Spirit are conveyed to man — when I can see 
that there is an actual sacrament in the Eucharist, and that 
the Redeemer is really and essentially present in his natural 
body and blood, in that sacrament," 6lc, ***** 
'' When I can make these admissions and subscribe to these 

1* 



14 INTRODUCTION. 

sentiments, I may join the ranks of the men of Oxford." In 
this extract the following things are noticeable : 

1. It contains a list of those sentiments which have been 
embraced by a portion of the Episcopal church, under the 
influence of -Oxford publications. 

2. Among these sentiments we find that against which 
we are at present contending, viz., that which consigns 
^^fellotihChristians of other names, whatever the strength of 
their faith in Christ and the holiness of their lives, to the 
uncovenanted mercies of God, because of their not belonging 
to a church governed by bishops consecrated by succession 
from the Apostles " — which " dares assert that that order is 
requisite not only to the completeness and perfection of a 
Christian church, but also to its very existence" 

3. That in the ppinion of the venerable Doctor Milnor, 
(and we suspect of many other Episcopal doctors,) this is 
one of the sentiments which, ** 2ifew years ago, would have 
identified its adherents tcith the corrupt church of Rome." 

The truth is. High Church Episcopacy is fast verging 
towards Oxford, and Oxford is more than half way on her 
journey to the Itcdian capital. When we read, in one of 
the principal and recent publications of the Oxford school, 
such sentences as these — " We cannot stand where we are ; 
we must either go backwards or forwards, and it will surely 
be the latter :" — " It is absolutely necessary to the consist- 
ency of the system which we are laboring to restore, that 
truths should be clearly stated which as yet have been but 
intimated, and others developed which are now but in the 
germ ; and as we go on we must recede more and more 

FROM THE principles, IF ANY THERE BE, OF THE EnGLISU 

Reformation " — I say, when we read such sentences as 
these in their leading and recent tracts, we cannot close our 
eyes to the fact that that portion of the Episcopal church, 
with the feelings of a homesick daughter, is rushing to the 
embrace of her Papal mother. 
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In controversy it is necessary, in order to be clearly 
understood, that we define with precision and perspicuity 
the things about which we contend, and the principles 
which we shall endeavor to establish. In order to this, the 
first inquiry which meets the mind is — What is Episcopacy ? 
This term is derived from the Greek word Entaxonog, 
which signifies an overseer, a bishop. It has come to desig- 
nate those religious denominations which are governed by 
diocesan bishops. These — omitting to notice the Greek 
church — ^may be divided into the Episcopal Ff^, and Epis- 
copal Protestant. The Episcopal Prot^^^^ church is the 
established church of Great Britain-^he King or Queen 
is the supreme head on earth p^^ English church. This 
no one will doubt who hasher ^^^^ ^^^ history of the Eng- 
lish reformation, or tb^ statutes of Parliament upon the sub- 
ject, or Sir WilJ^m Blackstone's inimitable Commentary 
upon English law. Queen Victoria is at present the 
supreme head on earth of the English church. Next to this 
royal lady we find two archbishops ; next to them comes a 
line of bishops : next, archdeacons ; then presbyters ; and 
then deacon^. So that, in the English Episcopal church, 
besides l^er supreme earthly head, there are five orders or 
Ustuictions of clergy. Episcopalians in this country have 
concluded to dispense with a king for their supreme head^^ 
it not being very convenient to find one. They have like- 
wise taken down the lofty arches in their magnificent Epis- 
copal temple — such as arcAbishops and arcAdeacons, and 
have adopted the more simple form of the threefold ministry, 
as it is sometimes called. By the canons of the Episcopal 
church, at least three bishops are necessary to ordain a 
bishop. Presbyters have nothing to do with the ordination 
of bishops. Presbyters are ordained by the bishop of the 
diocese to which they belong ; the presbyters who are pres- 
ent placing their hands upon the candidate's head by way of 
consent. Deacons are ordained by the bishop alone. 
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Bishops may preach, baptize, and administer the sacra- 
ments. The duties peculiar to a bishop are confirmation, 
ordination, and supreme ecclesiastical rule, within the 
bounds of his own diocese. The duties of a priest, or pres- 
byter, are to preach, baptize, administer the holy eucharist, 
and superintend the affairs of his own particular charge, 
subject in all things to his bishop. The duties of a deacon 
are to preach, and, if necessary, to baptize ; to which is 
nominally added a sort of superintendence of the charities 
for the poc« I am thus explicit in describing these several 
offices and th^ir respective duties, to prevent continual 
explanations in the v«ofirress of this discussion. 

Presbytery is a term arrived from the Greek word TlQea- 
^vtSQog, which signifies an old man — an elder. Presbyter 
is used to designate a minister, or pastor, of a church — and 
Presbytery is the name applied to a council of such minis- 
ters met as equals in office to transact business for the 
churches over which they preside. Hence this term is used 
to designate all those denominations of Christians who 
believe in the parity, or official equality of the clergy. The 
main points of difference between presbytery and jure divino 
Episcopacy, are the following : 

1. Episcopacy holds that the Apostolic office is «. per- 
manent office in the church, and that diocesan bishops are 
nothing less than apostles, the succession of the college of 
apostles who were about our Lord Jesus Christ. Presbytery 
hi^ds that the apostolic office was limited and extraordinary ; 
that there never were but twelve apostles at the same time ; 
that they never had successors ; that when they died the 
office of apostle ceased. 

2. Episcopacy holds that the commission given by Christ 
to his disciples, just before he ascended to heaven, to preach, 
baptize, and govern the church, was given to them as apos- 
tles, and is to be continued in the line of apostles to the end 
of time ; and that, if there is a single link defective or want- 



INTRODUCTION. 17 

ing in the chain of succession, it invalidates the commission 
and nullifies the ordinances. Presbytery holds that this 
commission was given to the disciples as presbyters, and not 
as apostles, and that it is handed down to the church in the 
line of presbyters, or simple pastors, and not in that of apos- 
tles ; it likewise holds that if, by any means, there should be 
a flaw in the succession, it would not invalidate the commis- 
sion ; that every one who enters the ministry should be 
called immediately by Christ, through the Spirit, which call 
is indicated to him by the state of his mind, and the provi- 
dences of God concerning him. The question whether he 
has been so called to the ministry is finally to be decided 
by the church, through her presbyters, and the act of ordi- 
nation is the public announcement of that decision, and the 
consecration of the candidate, in a most solemn manner, for 
the work to which he has been called by his Lord and 
Master. 

3. Episcopacy holds that there were instituted by Christ 
and his apostles three orders of the ministry, viz., bishops, 
presbyters, and deacons. Presbytery holds that there never 
was but one order of permanent ministers instituted by 
divine authority in the church ; that that order is presbyters, 
or, as they are frequently called, bishops. In the opinion of 
Presbytery, there are, besides preaching presbyters, a bench 
of ruling presbyters or elders, whose sole business is to 
attend to the government of the church. Hence, the dis- 
tinction made in Scripture between the elders who rule well 
and those who labor in word and doctrine. It is not the 
duvy of deacons to preach and baptize ; they were appointed 
solely ♦© serve tables — to superintend the temporalities of 
the churOi and attend to the wants of the poor. To give a 
more full vie^v of the sentiments of Presbytery on the subject 
of church officeu^ we would refer to Ephesians iv. 11, "And 
he gave some aposftps, and some prophets, and some evan- 
gelists, and some pastow and teachers," in connection with 
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1 Cor. xii. 28 — ** And God hath set some in the church ; 
first, apostles; secondarily, prophets; thirdly, teachers; 
after that, miracles ; then, gifts of healing ; helps ; govern- 
ments ; diversities of tongues." It would seem from these 
passages that the officers in the early New Testament 
church were apostles, prophets, evangelists, |>astors and 
teachers, governments, helps. Presbytery supposes the 
three, viz., apostles, prophets, and evangelists, were extraor- 
dinary officers, who have long since ceased to exist. Pas- 
tors and teachers are nothing more than preaching pres- 
byters, or elders who labor in word and doctrine ; govern- 
ments are ruling elders, or those whose whole duty it is to 
attend to the government or rule of the church ; helps are 
deacons, or those officers who are to attend to the temporal- 
ities of the church. Here, then, are stated, as plainly as I 
am able to state them, the leading matters of dispute 
between Presbytery and Episcopacy. Both appeal to the 
Bible and to the testimony of the early fathers in support of 
their favorite theories. In unfolding this whole subject, I 
intend to be as brief as is consistent. The Lord grant that 
the undertaking may result in good to the churches, for his 
name's sake. 



LECTURE II. 



APOSTLE SHIP. 

Luke vi. 13-16. — " And when it wai day, he called unto him hiil 
disciples ; and of them he chose twelve, whom also he named apos- 
tles ; Simon, (whom he also named Peter,) and Andrew his brother, 
James and John, Philip and Bartholomew, Matthew and Thomas, 
James the son of AJpheus, and Simon called Zelotes, and Judas the 
brother of James, and Judas Iscariot which also was the traitor." 

Mark iii. 13-15.—" And he goeth up into a mountain, and call- 
eth unto him whom he would ', and they came unto him. And he 
ordained twelve, that they should be with him, and that he might 
send them forth to preach, and to have power to heal sicknesses, and 
to cast out devils." 

Our subject for this evening is the Apostleship, The 
difference between Episcopacy and Presbytery upon this sub- 
ject was stated in a previous lecture as follows : — Episcopacy 
holds that the Apostolic office is a permanent office in the 
church; and that diocesan bishops are nothing less than 
Apostles — the successors of the college of Apostles who 
were about the person of our Lord Jesus Christ. Presby- 
tery holds that the Apostolic office was limited and extraor- 
dinary ; that there never were but twelve Apostles at the 
same time ; that these twelve never had successors, but that, 
when they died, the office of Apostle ceased. 

In unfolding the argument upon this subject, it is neces- 
sary, at the outset, that we understand the true meaning of 
the term Apostle. It comes from the Greek AnofTtoXog, 
which signifies one sent with a message — a messenger ; and 
when the message is of a spiritual nature, it has very much 
the same import with our word missionary. In this general 
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sense it is frequently used in the New Testament, of which 
we have a most striking example in John xiii. 16 : ** Verily 
I say unto you, the servant is not greater than his Lord, nei- 
ther is he that is sent (anoaroXos) greater than he that sent | 
him." Wherever this term, in its general signification, is f 
applied to individuals, it always has reference to some par- 
ticular mission upon which they are about to enter, or which 
they have already undertaken, or which has been accom- 
plished by them. Thus, in this general sense, Paul and 
Barnabas, in Acts xiv. 14, are called Apostles or missiona- 
ries, with reference to the special mission they were then 
performing — " Which when the Apostles Barnabas and Paul 
heard of, they rent their clothes, and ran in among the peo- 
ple, crying out,'' &c. Any impartial reader will at once 
perceive that the term aaoaroXoi is here used in its general 
signification, with reference to the special mission which 
they were then performing at the command of the Holy 
Ghost, as related in the second, third, and fourth verses of 
chapter thirteenth. In 2 Cor. viii. 23, we find AnoatoXoi 
translated in our Bible " messengers.^* ** Whether any in- 
quire of Titus, he is my partner and fellow-helper concerning 
you : or our brethren be inquired of, they are {anoctoXoC) 
the messengers of the churches, and the glory of Christ." 
The correctness of this translation will not be doubted by 
any unprejudiced mind who will take the pains to examine 
the context ; for it is most evident that the term is here 
used with reference to the fact, that these brethren were 
selected by the churches to travel with the Apostle, and were 
sent by him, in connection with Titus, with a special am- 
bassage to the Corinthian church. The same use is made 
of this word in Philippians ii. 25 : '* Yet I supposed it ne- 
cessary to send to you Epaphroditus, my brother, and com- 
panion in labor and fellow-soldier, but your messenger, 
{anoatoXoVi) and he that ministered to my wants." So also 
in 1 Thessalonians ii. 6 : " Nor of men sought we glory, 
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neither of you, nor yet of others, when we might have been 
burdensome as the Apostles of Christ, ^^ Here it will be 
seen, by reference to the first verse of this Epistle, that Paul, 
and Sylvanus, and Timotheus, are the persons who sent this 
epistle to the Thessalonian church ; and in the verse just 
quoted, they denominate themselves ** Apostles of Christ.^* 
But any candid reader will at once perceive that this term 
is here used in the general sense o^ messengers or missiona- 
ries ; for they had, a short time previous, completed a mis- 
sion among that church, which mission is the subject of 
discourse in the chapter from which this passage is quoted. 
The Thessalonians are reminded that, while they labored 
with them, they supported themselves, working with their 
own hands : [this they were not bound to do; for, as the 
Apostles (or missionaries) of Christ, who bore a mei^sage 
from him, and labored among them in his name, they might, 
had they thought proper, have claimed a support at their 
hands. We might quote other passages where this term is 
used in a similar manner, but these are sufficient for our 
present purpose. It is so clearly impossible to deny this 
general signification of anoaroXog, that the author of " The 
Inquiry" concedes that it is used in the New Testament in 
this sense. He says — " Now it is true indeed that the 
term Apostle in its primary sense means only a messenger, 
one sent ; and that the word is so used in several places in 
the New Testament is also true. Yet nothing is easier than 
to determine whether the term, in any given case, is to be 
understood in this primary sense, or specially of the minis- 
terial office.'* Just so we think, and we are gratified to be 
able to agree with our author at least once in the course of 
the argument. But pray what is the general rule by which 
this matter is to be determined ? Our author gives none : 
but it will be evident to any candid mind who will examine 
the subject, that the rule we have laid down above is the 
correct one, viz., that wherever it is used to designate in- 
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dividuals who have been sent upon a special mission among 
the churches, and with reference to their transactions during 
thai mission, it is always to be taken in its primxiry signifi- 
cation. 

The word anoatoXog has likewise an exalted official sig- 
nification. In this sense the twelve were called Apostles by 
Christ. Whenever this term is used in the New Testament 
to express the general office of an individual, disconnected 
from any special mission, it always shows that the individual 
is, in the high ministerial sense, an Apostle. In this sense 
no one can show that it is ever used to designate any but 
those who were appointed by the Lord Jesus Christ in per- 
son. We challenge any person to point out a single instance 
in the whole New Testament, where the term Apostle is used 
to express the general office borne by an individual, unless 
that individual was one of the college of Apostles appointed 
personally by Christ. The Apostles may be called such in a 
general or missionary sense, and may be coupled with those 
who are not Apostles in the official sense, under that name : 
thus Paul is coupled with Barnabas in Acts xiv. ; and with 
Sylvanus and Timotheus in 1 Thess. But never do we find 
others coupled with " the twelve,'* or with iny one of them, 
and called Apostles in the high ministerial sense of that 
term. 

That the Apostolic office was limited and extraordinary 
is evident from the following considerations : 

1. The Lord Jesus Christ appointed but twelve Apos- 
tles ; and, in the article of their appointment, they received 
no authority, direct or inferential, to perpetuate their order ; 
and certainly none to enlarge their number. Let any one 
take up the history of the appointment of the Apostles, as 
recorded in the several Evangelists, and decide for himself 
whether he can find any authority conferred on them, even 
by inference, from the language of their Apostolic commis- 
sion, to perpetuate their order. The fullest account of this 



transaction is given by Mark and Luke in the passages stand- 
ing at the head of this lecture. Mark says : ** And he goeth 
up into a mountain, and calieth to him whom he would : 
and they came unto him. And he ordained twelve that they 
should be with him, and that he might send them forth to 
preach, and have power to heal sicknesses, and to cast out 
devils." Luke says : ** And when it was day, he called unto 
him his disciples ; and of them he chose twelve, whom he 
also named Apostles." Can you find any thing in this re- 
corded act of their appointment, empowering them to per- 
petuate their order ? 

But for the argument's sake, suppose we admit that they 
had power to perpetuate their Apostolic college, would that 
enable them to enlarge their number ? For wise reasons, 
no doubt, Christ saw fit to limit his Apostolic college to 
twelve ; and, supposing the Apostles had the right to appoint 
others to succeed them, pray where do they get their autho- 
rity to increase their number from twelve to many thousands 1 
Suppose a board of trust should be appointed by the legisla- 
ture, or any competent authority, for any specified purpose, 
and that the number of the board should be limited by the 
appointing power to twelve persons : suppose, also, that this 
board have power to fill vacancies, or appoint successors, 
and thus to perpetuate themselves — would this give them 
any authority to enlarge their number ? Could they, under 
such a grant, increase their board from twelve to many 
thousands ? 

The Apostles, too, understood that their number was lim- 
ited to twelve, and that their office was to cease with them- 
selves. This is plainly seen in the language they uttered 
and th& conduct they exhibited when they elected Matthias 
to supply the vacancy made by the defection and death of 
Judas. They do not pretend to appoint a successor, or to 
enlarge their number ; they aim simply to fill a vacancy, to 
make up the number twelve, by electing one from among 
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those who had been with Christ on earth, to be a witness 
with them of his resurrection, during the time that the testi- 
mony of eye-witnesses should be deemed necessary. 

It is most evident, therefore, that the Apostles, at their 
appointment, received no power to perpetuate their order ; 
and that, were we to allow them to have been invested with 
such authority, it would only prove that there is, or ought to 
be, at the present day, in the church universal, a college of 
twelve Apostles. Where such a college is to be found, we 
leave for the friends of the Hierarchy to ascertain. If the 
twelve Apostolic chairs are occupied by all the diocesan 
bishops in connection with the Episcopal church, we must 
conclude, to say the least, that they are considerably full, 
and we should think that these " Rt. Rev. Fathers in God " 
could not be very comfortably seated. 

2. It was necessary for an Apostle to have seen the Lord 
Jesus on earth, and to be appointed by him in person. Men 
had no power to appoint an Apostle. It cannot be shown 
from a single passage in holy writ, that such power was ever 
delegated to man. 

But perhaps it will be asked. Do not the transactions of 
the disciples, as set forth in the record of their election of 
Matthias, prove that they had such power ? Certainly they 
prove no such thing, as can be easily shown. 

1. This election was entirely unauthorized. It took 
place before the Spirit was poured out from on high ; it was 
suggested by Peter, whose feelings frequently outran his 
judgment ; we have no account of its being ratified by the 
Lord Jesus Christ ; and we hear nothing of Matthias as an 
Apostle after this transaction. 

2. The very record in the case shows that the Apostles 
knew they had no right to appoint an Apostle. They do 
not pretend to appoint one themselves ; but select two, and 
pray their Lord to show which one of the two He had chosen 
to take part in the Apostleship with them ; and then they 
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cast lots, so that it might be determined hy the Lord through 
the lot which one He would appoint. " The lot fell upon 
Matthias, and he was numbered with the Apostles." They 
did not feel themselves authorized to set him apart by the 
laying on of hands, or an official ordination. That we may 
understand this matter a little more fully, we will here intro- 
duce the history of the transaction. It is contained in Acts 
i. 15-26. : " And in those days Peter stood up in the midst 
of the disciples, and said, (the number of the names together 
were about a hundred and twenty,) Men and brethren, this 
Scripture must needs have been fulfilled, which the Holy 
Ghost by the mouth of David spake before concerning Ju- 
das, which was guide to them that took Jesus. For he was 
numbered with us, and had obtained part of this ministry. 
Now this man purchased a field with the reward of iniquity ; 
and falling headlong, he burst asunder in the midst, and all 
his bowels gushed out. And it was known unto all the 
dwellers at Jerusalem ; insomuch as that field is called in 
their proper tongue Aceldama, that is to say, The field of 
blood. For it is written in the book of Psalms, Let his habi- 
tation be desolate, and let no man dwell therein : and, His 
bishoprick let another take. Wherefore of these men which 
have companied with us, all the time that the Lord Jesus 
went in and out among us, beginning from the baptism of 
John, unto that same day that he was taken up from us, 
must one be ordained to be a witness with us of his resur- 
rection. And they appointed two, Joseph called Barsabas, 
who was surnamed Justus, and Matthias. And they prayed, 
and said. Thou, Lord, which knowest the hearts of all men, 
show whether of these two thou hast chosen, that he may 
take part of this ministry and apostleship, fi*om which Judas 
by transgression fell, that he might go to his own place. 
And they gave forth th^ir lots, and the lot fell upon Mat- 
thias; and he was numbered with the eleven Apostles." 
Now if this history furnish any argument in favor of the po- 
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sition that Apostles can be appointed by men, it also fur- 
nishes a precedent as to the manner of their appointment, 
which ought to be followed by the Apostolic church : so 
that, when about to appoint Apostles or Bishops, they should 
first choose from their number, by a popular election, two 
who had been with Jesus from the baptism of John until his 
ascension ; or, at least, who had seen him after his resur- 
rection, so that they might be able to bear witness to the 
same. Then, they should pray the Lord to choose between 
the two, and this choice should be decided by their lot ; and 
the one thus selected should be numbered with their Apos- 
tles without even a form of an ordination from men. When 
the friends of the Prelacy will comply with these requisites, 
we may possibly admit that their bishops are true Apostles. 
That it was necessary for an Apostle to have seen the 
Lord, either after his resurrection or both before and after, 
is evident from the fact that a principal duty of the Apostle- 
ship was to bear testimony to the resurrection of Christ. 
This fact is admitted by our author on page 35 of his work, 
in regard to the twelve ; but denied in the case of the other 
Apostles. He says, ''While we grant that to have seen 
C^hrist and testify as eye-witnesses to the resurrection, was 
an indispensable mark of the Apostleship in the case of the 
twelve chosen witnesses, we deny that it was necessary in 
the case of any others." When our author proves that any 
others besides the twelve were Apostles, it will be time 
enough to attend to this denial. But pray what is the dif- 
ference between a necessary mark and a necessary requi- 
site ? And really we should like to know by what logic he 
proves that that which is a necessary requisite to the Apos- 
tleship in the case of the twelve, is not a necessary requisite 
to the Apostleship in the case of others ? A necessary re- 
quisite is that without which the thing of which it is a requi- 
site cannot exist. But if the Apostleship could not exist 
in the case of the twelve without their having seen the Lord, 
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and bein^ able to bear testimony as eye-witnesses to his 
resurrection, how could it exist in the case of others with- 
out this same qualification ? We will leave our author to 
answer this questicm^ his leisure. 

That to see Jesus Christ, and to be appointed by him 
personally, was necessary to Apostleship, is also evident 
from the fact, that when the Lord Jesus undertook himself 
to fill the vacancy made in the Apostolic college by the de- 
fection of Judas, he appeared unto Saul of Tarsus and ap- 
pointed him to the Apostolic office. That this was the 
object of Christ's showing himself to Saul in the manner he 
did, is evident from both Luke's relation of the matter, and 
Paul's narration of the transaction some time afterwards. 
We must either conclude that, in order to make Paul an 
Apostle, this appearance was necessary, or that it took place 
without any necessity in the case. We presume no one 
would be willing to adopt the latter conclusion, and, of 
course, the former must be correct But if it was necessary 
for Christ to come down from heaven to appoint Paul to the 
Apostleship, it shows conclusively that he had not delegated 
to others the appointing power ; and that, if an individual 
was to be created an Apostle, it must be done personally by 
himself. By thus appearing to Saul, Christ qualified him 
to bear testimony to his resurrection. True, Paul was not 
with Christ before his crucifixion ; but his execution was a 
universally admitted fact ; and, as he had seen and conversed 
with him since His death, he could testify to the fact of his 
resurrection. This testimony he bears in his first Epistle 
to the Corinthians, while dkcoureang upon the subject of the 
resurrection. " And last of all, he was seen of me also, as 
one born out of due time." The peculiar circumstances 
under which Paul was appointed to the Apostleship, and 
especially the fact that he received his appointment after the 
ascension of the Lord of Life and Glory, gave occasion to 
his enemies to affirm that he was a ma;nrmade Apostle — ^that 
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he had been appointed an Apostle by men, and had received 
his doctrine from men. Paul, knowing that if such a charge 
could be substantiated, it would entirely idvalidate his claim 
to the Apostleship, and that, if the churches should be made 
to believe that such was the fact, it would destroy their con- 
fidence in him as an Apostle, defends himself against it with 
all the power of his large mind. The existence of this slan- 
der against his Apostleship accounts for the peculiar manner 
in which he opens so many of his Epistles to the several 
churches. In his Epistle to the Romans, he introduces him- 
self as " Paul, a servant of Jesus Christ, called to be an Apos- 
tle, separated unto the Gospel of God ;" and then, as though 
this was not sufficient, he adds, in verse 5, " by whom (that 
is, by Christ) we have received grace and Apostleship, for 
obedience to the faith among all nations, for his name." To 
the Corinthian, Ephesian, and Colossian churches, he intro- 
duces himself as " Paul, an Apostle by the will of God." 
In his Epistle to Timothy, he speaks of himself as " Paul, 
an Apostle of Jesus Christ by the commandment of God our 
Saviour, and Lord Jesus Christ." But Galatia was the place 
where this slander was circulated against Paul with the most 
industry and perseverance : hence the peculiarity of a por- 
tion of his Epistle to the Galatian church. He superscribes 
himself " Paul, an Apostle — not of men, neither by man — 
but by Jesus Christ and God the Father, who raised him 
from the dead." He then shows that he could not have re- 
ceived his office and doctrines from the other Apostles, by 
the fact that he never went up to Jerusalem to see them, 
until three years had elapsed ; and that, during that visit, he 
saw none of them save Peter, and James the Lord's brother ; 
and that it was fourteen years before he made a second visit 
to Jerusalem. As a consequence, he could not have received 
his Apostleship and doctrines from the other Apostles, but 
must have obtained them immediately from Chr!st. Those 
who wish to perceive the tenor and strength of the Apos- 
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tie's argument, as given by himself, will please read the first 
two chapters of his Epistle to the Galatians. Again : in 1 
Cor. ix., he asks, " Am I not an Apostle ? Am I not free? 
Hiwe I not seen Jesus Christ our Lord ?" — evidently evincing 
that he believed it necessary, in order to sustain his right to 
the Apostleship, to have it admitted that he had seen Christ 
the Lord. We find no such peculiarity as this running 
through the writings of the other Apostles ; and for the very 
good reason, that their right to the Apostleship had never 
been disputed ; it was admitted by all that they had been 
appointed to that office by Christ in person. 

3. The Apostles, in the official sense of that term, pro- 
fessed the power to communicate the miraculous gift of the 
Spirit to other believers, by the imposition of hands ; and 
not only to work miracles themselves, but to bestow the 
power of working miracles on others. All this will be evident 
from the following passages of Scripture : Acts viii. 14-17, 
** Now when the Apostles which were at Jerusalem heard 
that Samaria had received the word of God, they sent unto 
them Peter and John : who, when they were come down, 
prayed for them that they might receive the Holy Ghost : 
(for, as yet he was fallen upon none of them ; only they 
were baptized in the name of Jesus.) Then laid they their 
hands on them, and they received the Holy Ghost." Acts 
xix. 6, ** And when Paul had laid his hands upon them, 
the Holy Ghost came on them, and they spake with tongues 
and prophesied." That the Apostles wrought miracles, and 
communicated to others the power of working them, is 
so entirely evident from their whole history, that we need 
not occupy time in quoting other passages to prove it. 
These miraculous gifts gave them great power as witnesses 
of the resurrection. According to Acts iv. 33, " with 
great power gave the Apostles witness of the resurrection of 
the Lord Jesus, and great grace was upon them all." 

4. The Apostles were inspired by God to complete the 
2 
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canon of Scripture ; and, as inspired men, they had a gene- 
ral supervision of the infant New Testament churches. In 
all difficult questions, their decisions were final. In this 
sense, and in this sense alone, the church is said to be built 
upon the Prophets and Apostles. They, as inspired men, 
have delivered to us the revealed will of God, as contained 
in our sacred books, which furnish the foundation principles 
of our faith and the law of our lives. The situation of the 
churches in the Apostolic age was peculiar. The New Testa- 
ment Scriptures were as yet unwritten ; the Apostles stood in 
the same relation to those churches that our Bible now does to 
us. It is not to be wondered at, that, under such circum- 
stances, they exercised almost unlimited power among Chris- 
tians. They were the mouth-piece of God to the people. 
They were invested with extraordinary functions to govern 
and regulate the affairs of the church. Their authority was 
universal, extending wherever a church was planted. They 
exercised it with great humility, efficiency, and wisdom ; — 
all going to show that they were under the immediate direc- 
tion of the Spirit of God. As Apostles, they had no succes- 
sors but their writings; nor does the church, at present, 
need such an order of men. She has in her possession a 
complete Revelation, giving full directions upon all import- 
ant points, sealed with Heaven's signet, and enforced by the 
authority of God. 

We are Sustained in this view of the subject by the very 
style and manner in which writers of every age, since the 
period in which they lived, have spoken of the Apostles. 
They speak of the Apostolic age, as an age already past — 
of the Apostolic Fathers, meaning those eminent men who 
were contemporary with the Apostles — of certain things 
which have come down to us from the Apostles — but never 
of the Apostles themselves descending or coming down, 
either in person or by succession, in their Apostolic capa- 
city. Whenever this style of writing is departed from, it is 
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always to support a favorite theory, and sounds constrained 
and unnatural. We need not say that we are supported in 
this view by all Protestant divines, except a few Episcopor 
Hans, Many able Episcopal writers might be adduced 
as witnesses to prove the limited and extraordinary nature 
of the Apostolic office. We have time to quote but two. 
The first is Dr. Barrow, a very erudite Episcopal writer. In 
his celebrated treatise on the Pope's supremacy, he says, 
" The Apostolic office, as such, was personal and temporary ; 
and therefore according to its nature and design, not succes- 
sive, nor communicable to others in perpetual descendence 
from them. It was, as such, in all respects, extrcufrdinary, 
conferred in a special manner, designed for special purposes, 
discharged by special aids, endowed with special privileges, 
as was needful for the propagation of Christianity and found- 
ing of churches. To that office it was requisite that the 
person should have an immediate designation and commis- 
sion from God : that he should be endowed with miraculous 
gifts and graces, enabling him both to assure his authority, 
and execute his office : that he should be able, according to 
his discretion, to impart spiritual gifts : and that he should 
govern in an absolute manner, as being guided by infallible 
assistance to which he might appeal. Now such an office, 
consisting of so many extraordinary privileges and miracu- 
lous powers, which were requisite for the foundation of the 
church and the diffiision of Christianity, against the mani- 
fold difficulties and disadvantages which it then needs must 
encounter, was not designed to continue by derivation ; for 
it contained in it divers things which apparently were not 
communicated, and which no man without gross imposture 
and hypocrisy can challenge to himself." If diocesan 
bishops will present us with the characteristics of Apostle- 
ship— which in this extract their own Barrow declares to be 
absolutely necessary — we will yield the point, and confess 
that they are in very deed Apostles. — The next witness is 
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Dr. Willet, an eminent Episcopal divine. He lived and 
wrote in the reign of Queen Elizabeth. He published a 
large and learned work called " Synopsis Papismi," which 
he dedicated to the queen. In this work, he professes to 
give not only his own opinion upon the subjects he discusses, 
but also the opinion of the English church. He says, " Every 
godly and faithful Bishop, is a successor of the Apostles. 
We deny it not ; and so are all faithful and godly pastors 
and ministers. For in respect of their extraordinary call- 
ing, miraculous gifts, and Apostieship, the Apostles have 
properly no successors ; as Mr. Bembridge the martyr saith, 
that he believed not bishops to be the successors of the 
Apostles, for that they be not called as they were, nor have 
that grace. That therefore which the Apostles were especially 
appointed unto, is the thing wherein the Apostles were pro- 
perly succeeded ; but that was the preaching of the gospel : 
as Saint Paul saith, he was sent to preach, not to baptize. 
The promise of succession we see is in the preaching of the 
word, which appertaineth as well to other pastors and minis- 
ters as to bishops." This is just as we believe : the Apostles, 
as such, have no successors ; but, as presbyters, or simple 
preachers of the gospel, they are succeeded ; and every 
faithful minister of Christ is in this sense a successor of the 
Apostles. Again he says — '* Seeing, in the Apostles' time, 
a bishop and a priest were neither in name nor in office dis- 
tinguished ; it followeth then that either the Apostles assign- 
ed no succession, while they lived, neither appointed their 
successors; or that, indifferently, all faithful pastors and 
preachers of the Apostolic faith are the Apostles^ successors J^ 
We beg to add a single remark of Richard Whately, D. D., 
the present Archbishop of Dublin. . In his work entitled, 
" The Kingdom of Christ," first publbhed in this country 
in 1842, he says, " The Apostle Paul, in speaking of mira- 
cles as ' the signs of an Apostle,' evidently implies, that 
no one, not possessing such miraculous gifts as his, much 



APOSTLBSUIP. 2S 

less without possessing amy at all, could be entitled to be 
regarded as even on a level with the Apostles." Here we 
have ample and positive testimony in favor of the view we 
have taken of the Apostolic office. What a pity that High 
Church Episcopalians cannot follow the example of the 
Ephesians, and collect together these books of their own 
authors, which are continually testifying against them, and 
" burn them before all men. " We trust that before we get 
through we shall be able to show that they would make a 
large pile, and a brilliant configuration. 

But let us contrast with the foregoing quotations a few 
paragraphs from our author. On p. 8 of the " Enquiry," 
we find the following extract : " It will be conceded by all 
that it was morally impossible to come unto God except 
through the mediation of his Son ; and was it not equally 
impossible to come unto the Son in the appointed covenant 
way, i. e., in his holtf church, except by the Apostolic 
ministry? He who despised or rejected them, (the Sa- 
viour had said,) despised and rejected Him. They edone 
were solemnly and officially commissioned by Christ te 
mediate then and for ever between himself and the world. 
Into their hands he placed ' the keys of the kingdom of 
heaven ;' therefore, there was no entrance into that king- 
dom but by them." Again : " Without the Apostles there 
was no church ; for, as all the facts of the case do show, and 
as St. Paul explicitly declares, the church was built upon 
the Apostles, as they were upon Christ." " Our next inquiry 
is whether, if the Apostles had successors in their office, 
these successors are not as necessary now as at first ? Are 
they not the Apostolic ministry still, perpetuating their order 
from age to age ? And is not the church built now upon 
them, as it was formerly ? When our Lord declared to the 
Apostles after he had invested them with their commission, 
' Lo ! I am with you always, even unto the end of the world,' 
he certainly, in these words, included their successors. 
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Nor is it possible by any method of reasoning to show why 
the successors of the Apostles, at the distance of eighteen 
centuries, do not hear precisely the scone relation in their 
official capacity to Christ on the one hand, and to the 
church on the other, as the twelve bore. Length of time 
surely cannot change or annul the eterna^ purposes of the 
divine will. If there could be no church without an Apos- 
tolic ministry in the first age ; if it was a schism to cut 
loose from their authority, how is the case altered? It is 
not altered ; and the true church of Christ is found in all 
ages in adherence to the Apostolic ministry." Here are 
sentences which deserve to be inscribed on a golden medal 
and presented to be worn about the neck of his Holiness 
the Pope. Let us analyze them and see what they con- 
tain: 

We are told that the Apostles and their successors — 
diocesan bishops — are appointed mediators between Christ 
and the world, in the same sense as He is mediator between 
them and God the Father : so that it is as morally impossi- 
ble to approach Christ in his covenanted way, except through 
diocesan bishops, as it is to approach God the Father except 
through the mediation of his Son. And pray how can we 
approach Christ in anf other way than in " his appointed 
covenanted way?" Is there an uncovenanted approach to 
the Saviour ? So that it amounts to this : that we cannot 
approach Christ, except through diocesan bishops, as media- 
tors between him and us, any more than we can approach 
God the Father without the mediation of his Son Jesus 
Christ. Hearer, do you believe that this is the sentiment? 
I confess I could not trust my eyes when they first fell upon 
the page. Let us examine it a little more closely and see 
if we are not entirely correct — for, to make such a state- 
ment without ample evidence would be highly culpable. He 
states, " It will be conceded by all that it is morally impos- 
sible to come unto God, except through the mediation of 
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his Son — and was it not equally impossible to come unto 
the Son, in the appointed, covenanted way, i. e., in his holy 
church, except by the Apostolic ministry? And, lest he 
should be misunderstood, our author adds, "They alone" 
(i. e., " the Apostles and their successors) were solemnly and 
officially commissioned by Christ to mediate, then and for 
ever, between himself and the world." And, lest we might 
possibly still think that he meant to confine the assertion to 
the Apostles, he adds : " Nor is it possible, by any method 
of reasoning, to show why the successors of the Apostles, at 
the distance of eighteen centuries, do not bear precisely the 
same relation in their official capacity to Christ on the one 
hand, and the church on the other, as the twelve bore." The 
argument, then, runs thus : 

1. The Apostles and their successors are appointed by 
Christ " mediators " between himself and the world ; and it 
is as impossible to approach Jesus Christ in his covenanted 
way, except through the mediation of the Apostles and their 
successors, as it is to approach God except through the 
mediation of his Son. But it is entirely impossible to ap- 
proach God except through the mediation of his Son, and 
as impossible to approach Christ except in his covenanted 
way. Therefore, it is utterly impossible to approach Christ 
at all, except through the mediation of the Apostles and 
their successors. 

2. Diocesan bishops are the successors and the only 
successors of the Apostles ; therefore, they are appointed by 
Christ to mediate between him and the world, and it is 
impossible to approach Christ except through the mediation 
of diocesan bishops. 

Surely those denominations who are so unfortunate as 
not to have diocesans, are given over to the uncoven anted 
mercies of God ! But, my hearers, how far removed is this 
from Popery ? Our author will have to take but one step 
more in order to add the Virgin Mary and the departed saints 
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to his list of mediators. The Apostle Paul, writing to Timothy, 
declares there is but ** one mediator between God and men, 
the man Christ Jesus." Our author contradicts the Apostle, 
and says that every diocesan Bishop is a mediator. Here 
we have the result of usurping Apostolic chairs. The natu- 
ral tendency is to lead those pretenders to claim more for 
themselves than the Apostles ever thought of claiming. 

Again : we are told in this extract that the church at the 
present day is built upon diocesan bishops — that they are 
the foundation of the Christian church ; and that beauti- 
ful passage in Ephesians ii. 20 is quoted to prove it — 
*' And are built upon the foundation of the Apostles and 
prophets, Jesus Christ himself being the chief corner-stone ; 
in whom all the building, fitly framed together, groweth into . 
a holy temple in the Lord : in whom ye also are builded 
together for a habitation of God through the Spirit." Any 
careful reader of this chapter will at once perceive that it 
contains a) description surpassingly beautiful of Christ's 
spiritual church under the New Testament dispensation. 
He dwells upon the fact that the partition wall between 
Jew and Gentile is broken down, and that they are all one 
in Christ, and compares the church to a building laid up of 
precious stones, of which the Lord Jesus Christ is the corner 
or foundation stone. Upon him are laid the Apostles and pro- 
phets, upon them other members of this spiritual Gilding, 
until the top-stone is brought forth in triumph. This ele- 
gant passage our author diverts from its legitimate meaning, 
and makes it refer to external membership with the visible 
church : — and not merely with the visible church, but with 
the Episcopal church — a church governed by diocesan 
bishops. That we have not misrepresented our author will 
appear evident if we again quote a paragraph or two. 
" Without the Apostles there was no church; for, as all the 
facts in the case do show, and as St. Paul explicitly declares, 
the church was built upon the Apostles, as they were upon 



APOSTLESHIP. 37 

Christ The next inquiry is whether, if the Apostles had 
successors in their office, these successors are not as neces- 
sary now as at first ? And are they not the Apostolic min- 
istry, still perpetuating their order from age to age? And is 
not the church built now upon them as it was formerly?" 
Further comment is unnecessary. It must be evident to all 
that every statement we have just made is contained within 
the limits of this short extract. The amount of the whole 

is, that DIOCESAN BISHOPS ARE THE FOUNDATION OF THE 

CHURCH. We would again ask the candid hearer, How far 
is this removed from popery? How much difference is 
there between making the pope or diocesan bishops the rock 
on which the church is built ? We would venture to sug- 
gest whether the foundation would not be more firm, and 
the superstructure more secure, to have it concentrated in 
one individual than to have it extended through several 
thousands? The Apostle Paul says, 1 Cor. iii. 11, "For 
other foundation can no man lay than that is laid, which is 
Jesus Christ." Our author asserts that diocesan bishops 
are the foundation of the church. We leave him to settle 
the matter with the Apostle. Hearer, did you ever see a 
bishop — a diocesan bishop? If so, you have seen a true 
Apostle—^ne who is an Apostle in the same sense with Paul, 
Peter, and John — who ** bears the same relation to Christ 
on the one hand and the church on the other which they 
bore." And pray what is that relation ? Why, he is " com- 
I missioned to mediate between Christ and the world — he is a 

* mediator. True, you have never seen Christ in the flesh, 
but if you have seen a diocesan bishop you have seen a 
mediator in the flesh. Besides, the church is built upon that 
bishop ; he is one of the foundation-stones of the church of 
God ; he belongs to that blessed company of Apostles concern- 
ing whom it is written in the Scriptures — " built upon the 
Apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ himself being the chief 

* corner-stone." Certainly these bishops are worthy of the 

2* 
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appellation ^ven to them by the only true church, viz., 
" Rt. Rev. Fathers in God " — and, if there be a name more 
sacred which does not belong exclusively to the Deity him- 
self, they are worthy of that name also. We ought to bless 
God that the Apostles have come down to us — ^that the Apos- 
tolic age still continues — ^that those of you who have the 
happiness to be fathers are Apostolic fathers; i. e., fathers 
who live in the days of the Apostles. What nonsense ! and 
worse than nonsense ! And yet all this is as true as the 
Bible, if the sentiments of our author are correct. 

One word about the keys. Our author says, " into 
their hands'* (i. e., the Apostles and their successors, who 
are diocesan bishops) " he placed the keys of the kingdom 
of heaven ; therefore there was no entrance into that king- 
dom, but by them." That there is a very important sense 
in which Christ has committed the keys or the government 
of his church to his ministers, we readily admit; but it 
seems to us that, in this extract, our author shakes the keys 
in such a manner as to make them jingle very much like the 
keys of St. Peter at Rome. This whole affair assumes a 
far more serious aspect than I, at first, supposed. The 
more I examine the pamphlet, which has been the means of 
calling me out upon this subject, the more I am convinced 
that it is rife with the seeds of the papacy — and if its author, 
as is reported by him, has never read a page of " The 
Tracts for the Times," his work has, in some mysterious 
way, caught the infection of the Oxford School. From 
such influences as these may " the Good Lord deliver us," 
for his name's sake. 
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APOSTLESHIP— CONTINUED. 

Luke vi. 13-16. — " And when it was day, he called unto him 
his disciples ; and of them he chose twelve, whom also he named 
Apostles ; Simon, (whom he also named Peter,) and Andrew his 
brother, James and John, Philip and Bartholomew, Matthew and 
Thomas, James the son of Alpheus, and Simon called Zelotes, and 
Judas the brother of James, and Judas Iscariot, which also was the 
traitor." 

Mare iii. 13-15. — "And he gocth up into a mountain, and call- 
eth unto him whom he would ', and they came unto him. And he 
ordained twelve, that they should be with him, and that he might 
send them/orth to preach, and to have power to heal sicknesses, and 
to cast out devils." 

In the last lecture, the argument in favor of the tempo- 
rary and extraordinary nature of the Apostolic office, was 
completed. As yet we have not answered the argument 
presented by our opponents to sanction their side of this 
question. This argument divides itself into two parts : 

I. They contend that the ministerial commission was 
given by Christ to the eleven disciples in [the character of 
Apostles, and that it authorizes them to perpetuate the Apos- 
tleship to the end of time. This part of the subject will not 
be discussed in the present discourse, but postponed until 
the next, in which we intend to take up the general subject 
of the ministerial commission. It will not be difficult to 
show that, as this commission did not communicate the 
Apostolic office, (for those who received it were Apostles be- 
fore,) so neither did it authorize them to perpetuate that of- 
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fice ; that it was given to them as Presbyters ; and that it is 
handed down from them in the line of Presbyters alone. 

II. As a second branch of the argument, they refer us 
to certain individuals, besides the twelve, who, they affirm, 
were Apostles in the official sense of that term. To these 
particular cases we will now give our attention, and in the 
order named by our author. 

1. We are told that Barnabas was an Apostle. The re- 
marks of our author upon the case of this individual are 
founded upon Acts xiv. 23 : " And when they (Paul and 
Barnabas) had ordained them elders in every church," &/C. 
Also Acts xiv. 14, " Which when the Apostles Barnabas and 
Paul heard of," &c. He remarks, p. 29 of the '* Enquiry" 
— " As to Barnabas, we know not when he received his or- 
dination to the Apostleship, but simply the fact, that he was 
an Apostle, (now the fourteenth.) In the fourteenth verse 
we read, ' Which when the Apostles Barnabas and Paul 
heard of,' &c. Now it is true, indeed, that the term Apostle, 
in its primary signification, means merely a messenger — one 
sent ; and that the word is so used in several places in the 
New Testament, is also true ; yet, nothing is easier than to 
determine whether the term, in any given case, is to be un- 
derstood in this primary sense, or specifically of the minis- 
terial office. In the passage just quoted, Barnabas is called 
an Apostle in the same sense as Paul, without distinction ex- 
pressed or implied." It is a full answer to this argument, 
that these brethren were on a special mission, and that it is 
with reference to them, as missionaries on this tour, that they 
are called Apostles, or messengers. Our author admits, in 
this extract, that the word Apostle is sometimes used in the 
Scriptures in its primary signification for a messenger, or one 
sent — and sometimes it is used in a high ministerial sense — 
and he says it is easy to distinguish when this word is used 
in one way, and when in the other. There must, then, be 
•ome simple and plain rule by which they can be decided. 
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V^iie rule, as stated in a previous discourse, is this : that 
whenever this term is used with reference to the transactions 
of a special mission, it is to be understood in the general 
sense of a messenger or missionary. Whenever it is used 
to express the office of an individual, irrespective of any 
special missionary work, it marks that individual as an Apos' 
tU in the highest sense of the term. By this rule, Paul and 
Barnabas are here called Apostles in the general or mission- 
ary sense ; for they were then, at the command of the Holy 
Ghost, performing a special mission among the churches. It 
is rather-true that Paul was called an Apostle in the same 
sense with Barnabas, than that Barnabas was called an Apos- 
tle in the same sense with Paul. Paul was an Apostle as well 
as Barnabas in the sense of a messenger, or '' one sent ;" and 
as such they are coupled together, and called Apostles. But 
it never can be proved that Barnabas was an Apostle in the 
same sense with Paul, i. e., in the high ministerial sense. 
But our author says, *' Nor is there any thing in the circum- 
stances of the case which would lead us to suppose that Bar- 
nabas is, in any respect, inferior in the ministerial office to 
Paul ; they act conjointly, and apparently with equal author- 
ity." This is all true so far as this mission is concerned. 
They were sent out as simple presbyters, to preach, baptize, 
and ordain. They were set apart, or consecrated for the 
work of this mission, not hy Apostles ^ but by prophets and 
teachers, as will instantly be perceived by reference to Acts 
xiii. 1-3. So that the presumption is not quite as strong as 
our author supposes, '' that Barnabas had, on some previous 
occasion, been ordained to the Apostleship ;" we are without 
the least shadow of evidence that he ever was an Apostle. 
The argument made use of to prove the Apostleship of Bar- 
nabas, founded upon the passage, " And when they had or- 
dained them elders in every church," is, as far as we know, 
entirely original^ and as learned as it is original. Says our 
author, " The phrase * ordain them elders' is probably passed 
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over by most readers as a mere Anglicism, or mode of speech 
characteristic of our language. And thus explained, the 
word * them* would seem to be tautological, and superflu- 
ous ; inasmuch as the verb ordain had its proper nominative , 
in the preceding pronoun * they/ But when we refer to ^ 
the original, we naturally inquire. How came an Anglicism 
in the Greek Testament ? Evidently it has no place there. 
The phrase should have been translated strictly as Greek, 

* XsigoTovTjacartsg ds avrolg nQ£<rj3vtsQovg,* Now, here is no tau- 
tology — avToig, being in the dative case, cannot be translated 
simply them ; but, * and having ordained, for themselves y 
elders.' This materially changes the meaning of the whole 
sentence. For if the Apostles ordained elders for themselves, 
it must be understood that they ordained them as their aids 
or subordinates in the ministry. They were the presbyters 
of Paul and Barnabas, exercising these offices by a commis- 
sion and authority given to them by these two Apostles." 
This passage from our author is so fraught with original 
principles in the philosophy of language', that to pass it by 
without " note or comment'' would be an unpardonable omis- 
sion. Let us analyze it somewhat, that we may more fully 
perceive and admire its beauties. 

1. We are told, "There is a peculiarity of expression in 
this account of the transaction, which is worthy of notice : 

* And when they had ordained them elders in every church.' " 
Permit us to ask, Where is the peculiarity of expression to be *^ 
found ? We read and hear just such expressions every day of 

our lives. They built him a dwelling ; i. e., a dwelling /or 
him. An undutiful child causes his parents great anguish of 
soul, and gives them much trouble ; i. e., gives much trouble 
to them. The attempt of jure divino exclusive Episcopalians 
to prove that bishops are true Apostles, and that their church 'j^ 

is the only true church, causes them much perplexity and a 
vast deal of mortification ; i. e., causes for them much per- 
plexity, &c. The Presbytery of Niagara met with the First 



f 



APOSTLBSHIP. 43 

'Presbyterian Church of Lockport, and installed them a Pastor ; 
i, e., installed a Pastor /or or over them, ** Paul and Barna- 
bas ordained them elders in every church ;" i. e., for them, 
viz,, the members of the several churches. Again : we are 
told, " The phrase * ordained them elders' is probably passed 
over by most readers as a mere Anglicism, or mode of 
speech characteristic of our language ; and thus explained, 
the word seems to be tautological and superfluous, in as 
much as the verb ordain had its proper nominative in the 
pteceding pronoun thet/" That the phrase ''ordain them 
elders " is ** passed over by most readers as a mere Angli- 
cism, or mode of speech characteristic of our language," we 
readily admit, and we suspect that if our author had passed 
it over in the same way, it would have been altogether more 
to his credit. But we are told if this phrase be explained 
as an Anglicism, " the word * them ' would seem to be tau- 
tological and superfluous;" and the way he proves it is 
wonderfully conclusive. ''Inasmuch as the verb ordain 
had its proper nominative in the preceding pronoun they." — 
Indeed! and suppose the verb ordain had not its proper 
nominative in the preceding pronoun they, would " them " 
be nominative case to ordain ? Does the fact that a verb 
has a pronoun preceding it in the nominative case, as its 
proper nominative, prove that a pronoun which succeeds it 
in the objective case is ** tautological and superfluous?^* 
" MiRicBiLE DicTu !" Again, our author offers it as a 
reason why this phrase should not be passed by as a " mere 
Anglicism,** that it cannot be found in the Crreek Testa- 
ment, His words are — " But when we refer to the original, 
we naturally inquire. How came an Anglicism in the Greek 
Testament? Evidently it has no place there." A very grave 
and correct conclusion, to be sure. But pray, when did 
our author find this Anglicism? In the Greek Testament? 
or in the English translation of the Greek Testament ? Is 
it a reason why a phrase found in an English translation oi 
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a Greek book should not be passed by as a ** mere Angli- 
cism," because, " when we refer to the original Greek, we 
find that it evidently has no place there V* Does our author 
expect to find Anglicisms in the Greek language ? Our 
author proceeds : '' This phrase should be translated strictly 
as Greek;" i. e., as we suppose, without any Anglicisms, — 
" XeiQOtovi^aavzsg ds avroif^ nQStJ^vzsQOvg.'* — ^Now here is 
no tautology ; avToh\ being in the dative case, cannot be 
translated simply ^*them** — but "having ordained ^r tkem- 
selves elders." Where did our author ascertain that avroig 
ought to be translated "for themselves ?" It is simply the 
dative plural of the pronoun aviog, avrt], avto, sometimes 
avrov ; which signifies he, she, it ; and the correct transla- 
tion of the dative plural is *' for them " — not " for them- 
selves." Thus our translators held, and have rendered it 
" <Acm," in the sense of "for tkemJ' If the word used was 
the compound pronoun ** eavroTg" the criticism might possi- 
bly have some little force. If our author waits until he can find 
Anglicisms in the Greek Testament, and prove that ** avtoTg^^ 
ought not to be rendered " them " in the sense of "for 
them,'* he will wait a long time before he makes Barnabas 
an apostle. But why all this flourish at criticism ? It is to 
prove that presbyters belong, not to the people, but to the 
bishops ; that they are ordained, not for the churches, but 
for the prelates. It is to sustain a system which makes 
the bishops everi/ thing, and the churches little or nothing. 
How very different this spirit from that of the Apostle Paul, 
when he says — " For we preach not ourselves, but Christ 
Jesus the Lord — and ourselves your servants for Jesus' 
sake." 

Our author next endeavors to prove that Timothy was 
an Apostle. On page 34, he commences with the bold 
assertion, " We know that Timothy was ordained by Paul 
to the apostleship." This unqualified assertion will be 
found, upon examination, to be the strongest argument in 
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his whole chain of reasoning, in favor of the position he 
assumes. But pray, how do we know that Timothy was 
ordained by Paul to the Aposthship ? Our author answers, 
" He was to lay hands suddenly on no man." " He was to 
ordain such as he thought suitably qualified to the office of 
bishop or elder, (as the terms are synonymously used,) and 
deacon." This only proves that Timothy was to ordain 
elders ; and to be careful whom he inducted into the elder- 
ship. It has nothing to do with the Apostleship of Timothy, 
unless it can first be proved that none but Apostles have a 
right to ordain, which never has been and never can be 
proved. Again : *' Against an elder he was not to receive 
an accusation, but before two or three witnesses." This, 
too, is nothing to the point, unless it can be proved that 
none but Apostles have a right to exercise discipline in the 
churches, which will be elsewhere shown to be entirely 
opposed to the whole tenor of Scripture. *' Them that 
sinned he was to rebuke before all, that others might fear." 
And is it true that none but Apostles are to rebuke sinners ? 
He was to see that '* supplications, prayers, intercessions, 
and giving of thanks be made for all men ;" i. e., order the 
public services of the church of Ephesus. And does not 
the Rector of Grace Church order the public services of 
that church? And is he therefore an Apostle? "Two 
things," says our author, " we know with the utmost cer- 
tainty, viz. : 

" 1. That Timothy was ordained by St. Paul to the min- 
istry ; what grade of office is not stated. 

"2. That he exercised the ministerial functions above 
enumerated. From these premises the presumption is as 
strong as it well can be " — he should have added, under all 
the circumstances—" that he was ordained to be an Apostle. 
Now add to this the fact that he is expressly called an Apos- 
tle (1 Thess. ii. 6, compared with 1 Thess. i. 1), and the 
argument amounts to a demonstration" We shall see 
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whether the argument amounts to a demonstration. With 
reference to Timothy being called an Apostle in 1 Thess. ii. 
6, we have before shown that the term is there used in its 
general and missionary sense, — with reference to a special 
mission, which he, together with Paul and Sylvanus, had 
just completed among that church. If this epistle had 
opened with the announcement of Sylvanus and Timotheus 
as (xpostles, the case would have been materially different. 
Had they introduced themselves to the Thessalonian church 
as Paul and Sylvanus, and Timotheus, Apostles of Christ, it 
would have proved conclusively thai they were all in the 
same sense officially apostles. But this term does not occur 
until verse sixth of the second chapter ; where they are dis- 
coursing about certain facts connected with a special mis- 
sion which they had accomplished among that people ; and, 
with reference to this mission, they denominate themselves 
apostles or messengers of Christ. The apostle Paul is very 
careful, when, in the introduction to his epistles, he couples 
Timothy with himself, never to call him an apostle. Thus, 
in his Epistle to the Philippians, he writes, " Paul and Timo- 
theus the servants of Jesus Christ, to," &c. To the Corin- 
thians, he writes, " Paul, an Apostle of Jesus Christ, by the 
will of God, and Timothy our brother, unto the church," 
&c. So likewise, to the Colossians — '' Paul, an Apostle of 
Jesus Christ by the will of God, and Timotheus our bro- 
ther." Can any one believe that if Timothy had been an 
Apostle, Paul would have been so careful never to call him 
an Apostle, and to distinguish between himself as an Apostle, 
and Timotheus as simply a brother in Christ ? Would he 
not rather have written " Paul and Timotheus, Apostles of 
Jesus Christ by the will of God, to the church, &c. ? So it 
seems to us — and here is proof which can never be sur- 
mounted, that Timothy was not an Apostle. 

Again : Our author says, " It is certain that Timothy 
was ordained by St. Paul to the ministry ; what grade of 
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office is not stated." Not quite so certain as 6ur author 
supposes. We deny that there is any evidence of Paul's 
ever having ordained Timothy to the ministry of any grade. 
The argument of our author upon this point, appears upon 
p. 30 of his pamphlet. He says, " The second case of ordi- 
nation that presents itself, is recorded in St. PauPs Second 
Epistle to Timothy (i. 6) : * Wherefore I put thee in remem- 
brance that thou stir up the gift of God which is in thee by 
the putting on of my hands.' Here is a positive declaration 
that Timothy was ordained by Paul. To what office he 
was ordained, must be gathered from the instructions given 
him by his ordainer in his two Epistles to him, but espe- 
cially the first." • • • it That the act referred to was an 
official ordination of Timothy to the ministerial office, cannot 
be (as I believe it is not) questioned ; for St. Paul makes it 
the ground or reason for the instructions which in his Epis- 
tles he gives to Timothy. These instructions, based upon 
and referred to this act, are not of a temporary or partial 
kind, but embrace all the leading and permanent and gene- 
ral functions of his office. The act then was an investiture 
of Timothy with the ministerial office, by the Apostle." We 
are not at all astonished at the ''positive declarations " of 
our author; for they occur as frequently in his book as 
hail-stones after a hail-storm ; but we must confess that it is 
not a little surprising to hear him so stoutly affirm that the 
passage, " Wherefore I put thee in remembrance that thou 
stir up the gift of God that is in thee by the putting on of 
my^hands,"# contains " a positive declaration " that Timo- 
thy was ordained by Paul, when it says not a word about 
his ordination. And it is still *more strange how he could 
assert that he believed it was not questioned by any, that 
this passage refers to the *' official ordination of Timothy," 
when very superficial reading upon the subject would have 
informed him, that it has been not only questioned, but 
entirely denied, by many eminent divines — some of whom 
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are of his own denomination. But the most curious matter 
wrapped up in this extract is yet to be unfolded. Our 
author informs us that this sixth verse of the first chapter of 
the second Epistle to Timothy, "St. Paul makes the 
ground, or reason for the instructions which in his Epis* 
ties he gives to Timothy." Again, he says, *' These in- 
structions are based upon and referred to this act ;" viz., 
the act mentioned in the sixth verse of Ihs second Epistle. 
Our author likewise informs us, that the major part of 
Paul's instructions to Timothy with reference to the minis- 
terial office is contained in his first Epistle to that individual. 
His words are — " To what office he was ordained, must be 
gathered from the instructions given him by his ordainer, 
in his two Epistles to him, but especially in the first** 
From all of which we learn, 

1. That the most important part of Paul's instructions to 
Timothy is contained in his first Epistle. 

2. That the ground, reasons, or foundation of these in- 
structions is found in the sixth verse of the second Epistle. It 
follows, therefore, that the instructions of Paul to Timothy 
are like an inverted building — having the foundation where 
the top ought to be. Strange, that the inspired Apostle 
should make such a blunder in delivering his instructions to 
his son Timothy. 

There are certain very important objections to any such 
interpretation of the passage now under consideration as 
makes it refer at all to the ordination of Timothy. 

1. The very language of the text forbids it : " Where- 
fore I put thee in remembrance that thou stir up the gift of 
God which is in thee by the ^)utting on of my hands." Now 
by substituting " ministerial office" for " the gift of God," 
we make Paul exhort Timothy to " stir up" the ministerial 
office. We confess ourselves at a loss to know how Timothy 
would proceed in obeying the injunction of the Apostle ; for 
we have yet to learn by what process an office can be 
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*^ stirred up" We can understand how Timothy could 
" stir up" those spiritual gifts and graces, which were be- 
stowed upon him at the time of h;s miraculous reception of 
the Holy Ghost, by the imposition of the Apostle's hands ; but 
how he could " stir up" an office, is, to us, a perfect enigma. 
The original verb here translated to " stir up," seems won- 
derfully to elucidate the passage before us, and to bring out 
to view its beauty and power. It is Avai&mvQsa} ; which sig- 
nifies, to set on Jire, to light up, to relume. This word is 
compounded of ^ya — which, in composition, signifies, among 
other things, again ; and Ztanvgov — which signifies embers 
preserved under ashes for rekindling a fire. Ztmvqov is 
compounded of Zioog, living, and IIvq, fire — ^living fire. Paul 
then exhorts Timothy to " stir up" — set on fire, rekindle, 
and blow into aflame — " the gift of God which is in thee ;" 
as an individual would stir up live embers from among the 
ashes which cover them, and rekindle them into a blaze^ 
This figure cannot, with the least propriety, be applied to 
the ministerial office ; but it applies with great beauty and 
force to the gifts and graces of the Christian, which are so 
liable to wax feeble and dim, like embers covered up for the 
night, and which so often need to be stirred up and rekindled, 
that they may burn with that brilliancy and fervor which 
should always characterize this holy fire as it glows upon 
the altar of every Christian hearth. Besides, the injunction 
contained in this passage stands connected — not with Paul's 
instructions to Timothy on the subject of the ministerial 
c^ce ; these are mostly contained in the previous Epistle — 
but with his exhortations to him on the subject of personal 
piety, strong faith, and an abiding confidence in, and love 
towards God. He says, *' When I call to remembrance the 
unfeigned faith that is in thee, which dwelt first in thy 
grandmother Lois, and thy mother Eunice, and I am per- 
suaded that in thee also : wherefore I put thee in remem- 
brance that thou stir up the gift of God which is in thee by 
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the putting on of my hands. For God hath not given us the 
spirit of fear, but of power, and of love, and of a sound mind." 
It would seem that a high degree of faith, with its consequent 
graces, is here called the gift of God, which Timothy had 
received, together with the miraculous effusion of the Holy 
Ghost, by the imposition of the Apostle's hands. Paul sus- 
tained to Timothy a very interesting relation ; he was his 
spiritual father ; he probably baptized him ; and when he had 
imposed hands upon him, the Holy Ghost descended with 
power, communicating to this young disciple strong faith, 
and all the Christian graces in high exercise ; and every 
other gift necessary to fit him for the work which was before 
him. Young Timothy enters the ministry. Paul, ever soli- 
citous for the ministerial usefulness and personal holiness of 
his son in the Gospel, writes him two Epistles. The first is 
taken up almost entirely with giving him directions how to 
discharge his official duties : the last is principally occupied 
with an appeal to the heart of this young disciple, exhorting 
him to deep personal piety, strong faith, and the constant 
exercise of all those graces which go to beautify and render 
powerful the Christian character. He would have him re- 
member the precious gift, which, when he was first convert- 
ed, he received from God by the imposition of the Apostle's 
hands, and keep it burning with brilliancy and fervor upon 
the altar of his heart. 

We are sustained in this view of the passage under con- 
sideration, by the recent learned and popular Episcopal 
commentator. Rev. George Townsend. His attachment to 
the Episcopal church will not be doubted by any who will 
take the pains to examine his work. In a brief account 
which he gives of Timothy and the first Epistle to him, he says, 
'* Timothy had a special call of God to the work of an evan- 
gelist" — mark, not an Apostle but an evangelist — " which 
the elders of the church at Lystria knowing, set him solemnly 
apart to the work by the imposition of hands." And they 
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were particularly led to this by several prophetic declarations 
relative to him, by which his divine call was most clearly 
ascertained. ** After this appointment by the elders, the 
Apostle himself laid his hands on him ; not perhaps for the 
purpose of his evangelical designation, but that he might 
receive those extraordinary gifts of the Holy Spirit, so ne- 
cessary in those primitive times to demonstrate the truths of 
the Gospel." Here, you will perceive, the learned Townsend 
agrees with us as to the ot)ject of the Apostle in imposing 
hands upon Timothy ; it was, not to ordain him, but that he 
might receive the gift of the Spirit. The only difference 
between us is upon a point of no manner of importance, viz., 
as to the time when this imposition took place. We place 
it at an earlier period than the time supposed by this com- 
mentator. 

Again, 1 Tim. iv. 14, we are informed that Timothy 
was ordained^ or set apart to his ministerial work, by the 
presbytery; and consequently, Paul could not have been 
" his ordainer" ** Neglect not the gift that is in thee, 
which was given thee by prophecy with the laying on of 
the hands of the presbytery." This passage, according to 
Townsend, goes to show that Timothy was ordained to the 
work of an evangelist, by the presbyters of the church at 
Lystra, in accordance with certain prophecies concerning 
him, which rendered it certain that he was JAiely called to 
his sacred work. And this agrees with chap. i. 18th verse : 
*' This charge commit I unto thee, son Timothy, according 
to the prophecies which went before on thee, that thou by 
them mightest war a good warfare." Dr. Willet and other 
eminent Episcopalians admit that Timothy was ordained by 
the presbytery, and that the gift spoken of in the passage 
now under consideration is the ministerial office. He asks, 
" Seeing Timothy was ordained by the authority of the elder- 
ship, how could he be a bishop, strictly and precisely taken, 
being ordained by presbyters ?" With this exposition of the 
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passage, its language and location entirely agree. We can 
understand how the ministerial office can be ^^ negUcted,^^ 
much better than how it can be " stirred up." The duties 
which the Apostle is here enforcing, are the duties of the 
ministerial office. " These things command and teach. Let 
no man despise thy youth ; but be thou an example to the 
believers, in word, in conversation, in charity, in spirit, in 
faith, in humility. Till I come, give attendance to reading, 
to exhortation, to doctrine. Neglect not the gift that is in 
thee, which was given thee by prophecy, with the laying on 
of the hands of the presbytery. Meditate upon these things ; 
give thyself wholly to them ; that thy profiting may appear 
to all. Take heed unto thyself, and unto the doctrine ; con- 
tinue in them : for in doing this thou shalt both save thyself, 
and them that hear thee." It is perfectly evident that the 
Apostle is here discoursing about the public duties of the 
ministerial office, and that the phrase, *' the gift that is in 
thee," refers to that office which Timothy had received by 
preshytericd ordination. 

We are not ignorant of the fact that our author, fearful 
of losing Bishop Timothy, endeavors to make both these 
passages refer to the same transaction, and to harmonize 
with each other. After giving his exposition, as stated 
above, of 2 Timothy i. 6, " Wherefore I put thee in re- 
membrance wk thou stir up the gift of God which is in 
thee by the putting on of my hands,'* he proceeds to 
state, "We have now to reconcile this explanation of the 
above passage, with what is said in 1 Timothy iv. 14, " Neg- 
lect not the gift that is in thee, which was given thee by 
prophecy, with the laying on of the hands of the Presbytery." 
Now whatever this word Presbytery means, in reference to 
which there is an irreconcilable difference of opinion 
among the learned, it was only with their consenting action, 
that the ordination was performed, while the ordainer in 
the official sense was Paul. In the first passage, it is said 
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that the ordination was effected (^ia) by the imposition of 
the Apostle's hands ; and in this, (fuja,) with the laying 
on of the hands of the Presbytery. In each case these propo- 
sitions are used with the genitive, and any lexicographer 
will inform us that dia, with the genitive, denotes the instru* 
mental cause; while /*cia, with the genitive, signifies 
*with,' * together with.* The ordination was therefore 
strictly Apostolical, and the passages are reconcilable." So 
then Timothy is a diocesan Bishop, EpiscopaUy ordained ; 
and rendered so by the magical influence of the Greek pre- 
positions did, and iifxa. What wonderful things can some- 
times be effected by the influence of little words ! — Espe- 
cially where they are in Greek ! But let us examine into 
this ordination, and see whether it be truly canonical. It 
would be a sad thing for Timothy to obtain bishop's orders, 
without conforming to the rules of the only true church, 

1. Then we are informed that ** any lexicographer will 
tell us that dio with the genitive denotes the instrumental 
cause." We will see what " lexicographers tell us." We 
have access to but two Greek lexicons; but, as '* any lexi- 
cographer will tell us," two are as good as a thousand. The 
first is alexicon by James Donnegan, M. D., which is the one 
now in general use in our classical schools and academies. 
This lexicon says, "^mx, a preposition governing the geni- 
tive and accusative cases : it denotes passage through^ 
transition, separation, interval of time and place," &c.^ 
&c., with a few other minor significations, such as duration, 
interval, of, by, dtc. " With a genitive it signifies through:' 
— Some of the examples given are the following : Iliad 17, 
49, " dM avxsyog bXv&sv axwx^," — " The point went through 
his neck." Is neck the instrumental cause? According to 
our author it must be, for it is governed by ^la in the geni- 
tive. Once more : Iliad 3, 61, " nsXBHvg sktydia dovgog;'— 
" The axe drove through the wood." Here dovgos, wood, ia 
in the genitive case, goremed by dm — and is it the instro^ 
3 
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mental cause ?— The other is the '' Scapulae Lexicon," a 
work as valuable as it is rare. Its definitions of Greek words 
are given in the Latin language. It says, " 8im, cum geni- 
tivo, interdum significat, per," i. e. ** 8ia, with the genitive, 
sometimes signifies through." Under this, we find a long 
list of examples, which go to show that this is the case. It 
then gives several minor significations .of the word ; but 
that just mentioned is the principal and leading one. 

Let us now put this criticism of our author to the test, 
by examples in New Testament Greek. Matt. ii. 12, " And 
being warned of God in a dream that they should not re- 
turn to Herod, they departed into their own country — 8. a 
aXXrjg odov — another way." Here odov is in the genitive, 
governed by dia. Does it signify the instrumental cause ? 
Matt. xii. 1, '* At that time Jesus went on the Sabbath day 
— dia Tav <T7rogl(ov — through the corn." Is corn the in- 
strumental cause ? Pray what did the corn do ? There is 
an example of this kind in the very passage quoted by our 
author : '* Neglect not the gift that is in thee — dta 7iQ0(pri~ 
Tslag, — by," or "in accordance with, prophecy." Here dia 
governs nQoqrrjTeiag in the genitive ; and if this preposition 
makes Paul the ordainer, it must likewise make prophecy 
the ordainer. So that Timothy was ordained by prophecy, 
as well as by Paul. We readily admit that ^*«, with the 
genitive, sometimes signifies the instrumental cause; but 
that it always, or usually does, is not correct. Lexicogra- 
phers do not tell us so. 

Our author also says that ^' fiBxa,^ with the genitive, sig- 
nifies " with," " together with," in the sense of " consenting 
action J* If our author means any thing by " consenting 
actiony'* he must mean that the person or thing governed by 
fAsra in the genitive simply gives consent to the work or la- 
bor performed by some other person. This is according to 
his own explanation of the matter. He says expressly, it 
was only with their " (the presbytery's) consenting action 
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that the ordination was performed ; while the ordainer, in 
the official sense^ was Paul." Our author, in this criticism, 
is as wide of the mark as he is in the other. That ^fta, 
when it governs the genitive, signifies ** with^^ " together 
withy' is certainly correct ; but that it signifies " with'* 
merely in the sense of that action which only gives " con- 
sent ,'' is very far from being correct ; — fitxa, with the genitive, 
usually signifies either entire co-operation, or instrumentality : 
once in a great while it is used for " with," in the sense of 
" against.'' We will proceed to show that this is the case 
by examples from the Greek Testament. Matt. xii. 30, 
** He that is not — fisT efiov — with me, is against me ; and 
he thatgathereth not — ^tt ffiov — with me,scattereth abroad." 
Does this mean that Christ was to do the gathering, and his 
people merely give their consent ? Or does it express " entire 
co-operation ?" Matt. xxvi. 55, " In that same hour said Jesus 
to the multitudes, Are ye come out as against a thief — fisra 
(laxniqm Ttal ^vXcav — with swords and staves, to take meV 
Permit us to ask, are the swords and staves here used by the 
multitudes as instruments or weapons to take Jesus ? Or did 
the multitudes go to take him, the swords and staves merely 
giving their consent ? Acts xiii. 17, '* The God of this peo- 
ple of Israel chose our fathers, and exalted the people when 
they dwelt as strangers in the land of Egypt; and fiiia 
§QOLXiovo I'^i^Aou— :with a high arm — brought he them out 
of it." Did God bring the Israelites out of Egypt, his high 
arm merely giving consent 7 Or was his high arm the in- 
strument which he used to effect their escape? Matt. xii. 
41, "The men of Nineveh shall rise up in judgment — 
fUTvt TTig yivsag TfxvTr} g — with this generation." Are the 
men of Nineveh to rise up in judgment, this generation 
giving their consent ? Or is ^sxa, with the genitive, here used 
for ** unth," in the sense of " against ?" — causing the passage 
to read, ** The men of Nineveh shall rise up in judgment 
against this generation V Rev. xi. 7 furnishes another ex-t 
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ample where (iBTa with the genitive is used to signify against. 
So much for our learned author's criticisms upon dia and 
fjuja. He would hardly have ventured upon so quixotic a 
criticism of Greek prepositions in any other cause ; but, as 
a true son of the only true churchy he is willing to bring his 
literary reputation and place it upon her altar, if necessary, 
to ordain Bishop Timothy. Alas ! it is but too evident that 
he will have to figure in some other language than the Greek 
to secure so desirable a result. 

But suppose, for the sake of argument, we allow our 
author all he assumes. Suppose we allow, that '^ du**' is the 
ordaining, and " /i4ct«" the consenting preposition ; and that 
Timothy was ordained by Paul, the pi;esbyters placing their 
hands upon the candidate's head, by way of consent. Here 
we have an Episcopal ordination sure enough. But pray, 
what orders would it confer ? Would such an ordination 
make Timothy a bishop? Is this the way the Apostolic 
church ordain their bishops 1 Is a diocesan in the Episcopal 
church ordained by a single bishop, the presbyters imposing 
their hands by way of consent ? Certainly not. Presbyters 
have nothing to do with the ordination of bishops ; bishops 
are ordained by bishops alone. But this is precisely the way 
in which the Episcopal church ordain their presbyters : the 
bishop ordains, and the presbyters impose their consenting 
hands upon the candidate's head. So that, with all our au- 
thor's trouble to make out an Episcopal ordinatwn, he has 
only made Timothy dipresbyter, O Timothy ! Timothy ! we 
fear that, notwithstanding the magical power of the ordain- 
ing preposition ** ^*a," and the cipher-designating preposi- 
tion ''/u£T(x," the mitre of a diocesan bishop will never deco. 
rate thy brow ! We call " dux'' the ordaining preposition, 
because, according to our author, it is the preposition through 
which the office of a bishop passed from Paul's hands to 
Timothy's head. We call **f*rr«" the cipher-'designating 
preposition, because, according to the same author, it signi- 
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fies that the presbyters placed their hands upon Timothy's 
bead, not to ordain him, but merely to express their consent ; 
showing conclusively that they were mere ciphers in the 
transaction. And, my brethren, so it is at the ordination of 
every priest in the Episcopal church. The bishop alone 
ordains, and the priests place their hands upon the candi* 
date's head, by way of consent ; but suppose they were to 
withhold their consent, what would be the effect? Just 
nothing : if the bishop thought proper, the ordination would 
proceed. At every ordination of a priest in the Episcopal 
church, the bishop in effect says to his presbyters, " The 
church in which I am a prelate has vested in me the sole or^ 
daining power, but you, my presbyters, my inferior clergy, 
may make believe that you have something to do in this 
matter, by placing your hands upon the candidate's head, by 
way of consent^ This is the exalied privilege which Epis- 
copal priests have in the transaction of setting apart their 
brethren to the gospel ministry. 

Our author thinks Titus was an Apostle. But his case is 
so nearly allied to Timothy's, that we shall pass it by without 
remhrk. Perhaps, after all, you may feel disposed to ask, 
Were not Timothy and Titus extraordinary ministers — ^pos- 
sessing powers beyond those possessed by pastors of the 
present day ? Certainly they were ; they were Evangelists. 
Eusebius, whose authority will not be questioned by the 
friends of the hierarchy, informs us, that as late as the second 
century " very many of the disciples travelled abroad, and 
performed the work of evangelists ; ardently ambitious of 
preaching Christ to those who were yet wholly unacquainted 
with the doctrine of faith, and to deliver to them the Scrip- 
tures of the divine Gospel. These having merely laid the 
foundations of the faith, and ordained other pastors, com- 
mitted to them the cultivation of the churches newly planted^ 
while they themselves, supported by the grace and co-opera- 
tion of God, proceeded to other countries and nations. For 
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even then many astonishing miracles of the divine Spirit 
were wrought by them." Such evangelists were Timothy 
snd Titus; as their passing from city to city, and from church 
to church, to ordain elders and to " set in order the things 
which were wanting," abundantly proves. Hence Paul 
charges Timothy to " do the work," not of an Apostle, nor of 
a diocesan bishop , but of an " evangelist.^' The evidence in 
the cases of Timothy and Titus appears to us as clear as 
though it was written in sunbeams. 

We will close this part of our subject with the opinions 
of the celebrated Episcopal doctors Willet and Stillingfleet. 
Dr. Willet says, page 236 of his Synopsis Papismi, "It is 
most likely Timothy had the place and calling of an evan- 
gelist : and the calling of evapgelists and bishops, which were 
pastors, was divine." Dr. Stillingfleet, in his Irenicum, page 
340, says, " Such were the evangelists who were sent, some- 
times into this country to put the church in order there, 
sometimes into another ; but wherever they were, they acted 
as evangelists, and not as fixed ojffiters. And such were 
Timothy and Titus, notwithstanding all the opposition made 
against it ; as will appear to any who will take an impartial 
survey of the arguments on both sides." The opinions of 
other eminent Episcopalians might be quoted to the same 
effect — but these are sufficient. 

Where does our author next go to find a diocesan? 
Would you think it ! Not being able to find one among 
men, he goes searching after one among the angels. Start 
not, O ye Episcopalians ! You have not lost your rector ; 
he is still on earth — he has only gone among the angels of 
the churches ; who, he thinks, are diocesan bishops. The 
angels of the seven churches mentioned in Revelation were, 
in his estimation. Apostles, in the sense of diocesan bishops. 
He says, " The Apostleship was also transmitted to the angels 
of the seven Asiatic churches: Rev. ii. 1, 'Unto the angel 
of the church of Ephesus write ; And thou hast tried them 
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which say they are Apostles, and are not, and hast found them 
liars/ This angel was an individual who had the supreme 
control of the Ephesian church ; the same exercise of disci- 
pline as was spoken of in the cases of Timothy and Titus, is 
predicated of him. Was he not then the successor of Tim- 
othy?" We would ask, was he the successor of Timothy? 
Can our author prove that Timothy ever had a successor ? 
Every statement he here makes is sheer assumption. How 
does he know that this angel was a single individual ? There 
are strong reasons for supposing that the term angel, in the 
figurative language of the Apocalypse, denoted the whole 
body of presbyters connected with that church ; and this is 
the opinion of some eminent Episcopalians. How does he 
know that this angel, even if it denote an individual, had the 
supreme control of the Ephesian church, and that the exer- 
cise of discipline is predicated of him ? Does he gather it 
from that passage, " And thou hast tried them which say 
they are Apostles, and are not, and hast found them liars ?" 
Does he not know that the word snsigdaa, here translated 
" hast tried," means simply to search out, to investigate, to dis- 
cover? — that it is translated " tried^* in the sense oV* proved," 
and has no reference whatever to judicial proceedings of any 
kind 1 " Thou hast proved those who say they are Apostles, 
and are not, and hast found them liars." Any person might 
do this without having supreme ecclesiastical authority ; and 
even without having any authority at all. We can but hope 
that multitudes who bear no rule in the churches, will never- 
theless prove those at the present day, who say they are 
Apostles, and are not ; if they will, we are sure they will find 
them most egregiously mistaken. Our author continues: 
'' But we are asked to prove that this angel had ministers 
under him" — " Assuming this point, it would not be difficult 
to make out an argument from the address to the angel, but 
this is a point to be proved ; not to be assumed." " The proof 
consists in these two facts : 
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" 1. St. Paul's epistle to Timothy is of an earlier date 
than this epistle of John to the seven churches of Asia. 

" 2. In the epistle to Timothy it is positively stated that 
there were elders and deacons in the church at Ephesus. 
Therefore, a fortiori, there was a body of inferior clergy 
when the epistle was addressed to this angel. This point 
is proved, and the argument (by the objector's own oonfes* 
sion) stands." Not quite so fast ; we should like to ask a 
few questions before we confess the argument to stand. 
Suppose it should turn out that tmgel here stood for the 
whole body of presbyters, what would then become of our 
author's infericr clergy f Or suppose it should be ascer- 
tained that this angel was one presbyter, who had been ap- 
pointed by his brethren to moderate the presbytery, and 
that, through him as president, the whole body was ad- 
dressed. What, then, would become of his infenar clergy ? 
Or, suppose the angel was simply the bishop or pask 
tor of the Ephesian' church, and the elders were a b^ich-*^ 
not of preaching, but of ruling elders — what then would 
become of his inferior clergy? Presbyterian churches 
have angels in the sense of bishops or pastes, and 
elders, and deacons; and yet they have no inferior 
clergy. This conclusive argument may be spoiled in so 
many ways, that we hardly think it can be of any great 
value for the purpose for which it is framed. Do you say 
'^ these are all hypothetical ?" Agreed ; and so is the the- 
ory of our author ; and our suppositions are just as conclu- 
sive as his. We certainly can sustain any one or all of 
them by the authority of names equally great. There has 
been a great variety of opinions among the learned, as to 
who these angels were. The most rational view of the sub- 
ject appears to be, that this term was borrowed from the 
Jews, who had in each one of their synagogues an officer — 
the president, or superintendent — who was called the angel 
of the synagogue. If this be true, it would go to show 
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that each particular church had its angel ; and that he was 
a simple pastor of a church. We are sustained in this view 
by the Rt. Rev. Archbishop Whately of Dublin, and by 
many other eminent divines. The Archbishop says, (King- 
dom of Christ, page 136,) ** It seems plainly to have been at 
least the general, if not the universal, practice of the Apos- 
tles, to appoint over each separate church a single indi- 
vidual as a chief governor, under the title of * Angel,' (i. e. 
messenger, or legate from the Apostles,) or * Bishop,' 
superintendent, or overseer. A church and a diocese seem 
to have been, for a considerable time, coextensive and iden- 
tical ; and each church, or diocese, (and consequently each 
superintendent,) though connected with the rest by ties of 
faith, and hope, and charity, seems to have been (as has 
been already observed) perfectly independent, so far as re- 
gards any control." Eminent Episcopalians have differed 
very widely (as might easily be shown by quotations if time 
would allow) as to who are intended by these angels of the 
seven churches — and we would beg leave to suggest, whe- 
ther it would not be full as well for the sect to settle this 
point among themselves, before attempting very confidently 
to found an argument upon the office sustained by these «n- 
known personages, in favor of Diocesan Ejpiscopacy. 

One author says that Sylvanus, Andronicus, and Junius, 
are in Scripture styled Apostles, in the official sense of that 
term. The case of Sylvanus we have already disposed of : 
he is called an Apostle in Thessalonians, in connection with 
Paul and Timothy in the sense of a missionary, and with 
reference to a special mission, which they had just com- 
pleted among that church. The only place where our au- 
thor can possibly suppose that Andronicus and Junius are 
called Apostles, is Rom. xvi. 7 : " Salute Andronicus and 
Junius, my kinsmen and fellow-prisoners, who are of note 
among the Apostles." — ^And does our author believe that an 
individual could not be of note among the Apostles without 
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himself being an Apostle ? Our author is ^^ of note'' among 
the people of his charge ; is he therefore one of that people ? 
Does the fact that a student at one of our literary institu- 
tions is popular with the faculty, prove conclusively that he 
is a member of that faculty ? Really, it seems to us that our 
author must have been hard pushed to make out his twenty- 
six Apostles, or he would not have adopted such a subterfuge 
as this. 

Here closes the argument under this head — and we think 
it must be evident to every unprejudiced mind, from a view 
of the whole case, that if jure divino Episcopalians wait for 
a prelate until they find one in the Bible, they will most cer- 
tainly lose their Apostolic Succession. 



LECTURE IV. 



MINISTERIAL COMMISSION. 

Matt, xxviii. 19,20. — " Go ye therefore and teach all nations, 
baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost ; teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I 
have commanded you : and lo, I am with you alwaya, even unto the 
end of the world." 

John «x. 21-23. — "As my Father hath sent me, even so send I 
you. And when he had said this, he breathed on them, and saith 
unto them. Receive ye the Holy Ghost : whcsesoever sins ye remit, 
they are remitted unto them ; and whosesoever sins ye retain, they 
are retained." 

In these passages we have the whole of what is called 
the ministerial commission. " Mark and Luke," says our 
author, " add nothing essential to these statements." This 
commission contains the elements of the great argument of 
exclusive Episcopalians in favour of the continuance of the 
Apostolic office in the New Testament church. This is, 
after all, the instrument w^hose talismanic charm is to trans- 
form every diocesan Bishop into a true Apostle, " bearing 
the same relation to Christ on the one hand and the church 
on the other which the twelve bore." We see interwoven 
with every argument framed to sustain the exclusive and 
arrogant claims of high churchmen such sentences as these, 
taken from this commission : " As my Father hath sent me, 
even so send I you." " Whosesoever sins ye remit, they 
are remitted unto them." " Lo, I am with you always, even 
unto the end of the world." These sentences are rung 
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' upon the voice of the exclusive preacher, through all the 
changes of the octave with an air of triumph, as though 
they contained, on the one hand, the battering ram which 
is to demolish the whole fabric of Presbyterianism ; and on 
the other, the engine of erection, which is to build upon its 
ruins the magnificent temple of Prelacy. No individual 
can read the pamphlet of our author upon this subject, 
without at once perceiving that this commission forms both 
the web and the woof of his argument. 

Perhaps some may be surprised to hear it stated as a 
prominent object of the present discourse to prove that the 
ministerial commission had nothing to do with the Apostle- 
ship. This commission was given by Christ to his disciples 
after his resurrection and just previous to his ascension into 
heaven. This, we are told by our author, is the only per- 
manent ministerial commission which Christ has ever left 
with his church. His words are, ''It hence appears that 
there is but one ministerial commission in the New Testa- 
ment, emanating directly from Christ himself, viz., that to 
the Eleven." Again he says, '' The Apostles were the only 
commissioned ministry of Christ." So that it is here 
expressly asserted that Christ left but one ministerial com- 
mission, and that this commission was given to but one 
order of personages, viz. the eleven. The only powers 
which it is pretended by prelates themselves are communi- 
cated by this commission are, 

1. To disciple the nations through the instrumentality of 
a preached gospel. 

2. To administer the sacraments of Baptism and the 
Lord's Supper. 

3. To administer the ordinary government of the 
church, in which is implied the admission and expulsion of 
members. 

4. The power of ordaining others to perform the 
same duties, and thus to extend and perpetuate their 
order. 
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The right to preach the gospel, to baptize, and to govern, 
we are told, is a direct and positive grant of this com- 
mission. The right to administer the Lord's Snpper and to 
ordain is inferential : the one growing out of the clause 
"teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have 
commanded you ;" the other being inferred from the two 
clauses, " as my Father hath sent me, even so send I you,'' 
and, '* lo, I am with you'^ways, even unto the end of the 
world." To show that this statement is entirely correct, 
only a single quotation from our author will be necessary. 
He says, " Let reference now be made to the second instru- 
ment, (viz., the one given by Christ to his disciples just 
before his ascension.) All there is ministerial. 

"1. They preach. What? Thegoi^el. 

"2. They baptize. 

*• 3. They teach the observance of the Saviour's com- 
mands. Of these we know one was the Lord's Supper. 

** 4. They remit or retain sins ; open or close the door of 
the church to any. 

** 5. They acted in all respects as Christ did and would 
have acted in the church, being sent by him as he was sent 
by the Father. 

"We shall consider the' point then as fully made out, 
that the Saviour's last charge to the eleven is the ministerial 
commission." Here, then, we have the sentiments of our 
author in his own language ; and if, by this language, he 
means that the ministerial commission conveys any other 
powers than those which we have defined above, he wanders 
into paths where no truly protestant Episcopalian would be 
willing to follow him. That this commission communicates 
the powers we have just delineated, we readily admit. We 
have no dispute with exclusive churchmen upon this part 
of the subject. We believe that this commission authorizes 
an order of ministers iu the church until the end of time, 
who have the power to preach the gospel, to administer the 
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sacrameots, and in a very important sense to govern, and to 
ordain others to discharge the same duties,, thus extending 
and perpetuating their order. But to affirm that these minis- 
ters are Apostles, is a complete begging of the question. It is 
an assumption which never can be proved, as will be abun- 
dantly evident from the following considerations : 

1. This commission did not in any sense confer the 
Apostleship upon the eleven. 

They were appointed Apostles by Christ some time be- 
fore his crucifixion. It was under this last-named appoint- 
ment, and not under the ministerial commission, that they 
acted as Apostles, after the ascension of their Lord and 
Master. This fact is most manifest, from the 17th, 24th, and 
25th verses of the first chapter of Acts. " For he (Judas) 
was numbered with us, and had obtained part of this minis- 
try. And they prayed and said, Thou, Lord, which knowest 
the hearts of all men, show whether of these twain thou hast 
chosen, that he may take part of this ministry and apostle- 
ship, from which Judas by transgression fell, that he might 
go to his own place.'' From these passages it is evident that 
the eleven disciples acted as Apostles in the New Testament 
church, under the very appointment which they, in connexion 
taith Judas f had received from the Lord before his crucifix- 
ion. Judas was an Apostle in the same sense in which they 
were ; and they propose to fill a vacancy made in the Apos- 
tolic college by the defection and death of Judas. But Judas 
never had received the ministerial commission ; for he died 
before that commission was delivered to the disciples. Pe- 
ter, in his remarks upon this occasion, makes no reference 
to the ministerial commission, but evidently refers to the 
appointment of the twelve to the Apostleship, before the 
crucifixion of Christ. No unprejudiced mind can examine 
this narration without being brought irresistibly to the con- 
clusion, that the Apostles, after the ascension of their Lord, 
acted as Apostles, under the appointment which they received 
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in connexion with Judas, and not under the ministerial com" 
mission. 

2. None of the powers which were peculiar to the apos- 
tleship are contained in this commission. 

In a previous lecture it was shown that an Apostle must 
have seen the Lord, and have been appointed by him in per- 
son, and thus be qualified to bear witness to his resurrection 
— that he must have the ability to work miracles, and to be- 
stow the miraculous gills of the Spirit by the imposition of 
hands — that he must be inspired, and thus prepared to exer- 
cise extraordinary authority in the churches. Now none of 
these qualifications are communicated by the ministerial 
commission, as is evident both from the phraseology and 
from the fact that none who act under this commission at 
the present day pretend to possess them. The powers com- 
municated by this commission were — to preach the gospel, 
to administer the sacraments, to rule in the church, and to 
ordain ; all of which, as will presently be shown, were per- 
formed by simple Presbyters. 

3. There was no ordination to the apostleship ; but, be- 
fore individuals could lawfully perform the duties contained 
in this commission, ordination was necessary. Perhaps it 
may be an entirely novel idea to some that the Apostles, as 
such, were never ordained ; but, if they only examine criti- 
cally for themselves, they will be convinced that this was the 
case. We read of individuals being " chosen^^ Apostles — 
*' appointed'^ Apostles — " numbered with'' Apostles — but 
never of their being ordained Apostles. Should it be ob- 
jected to this that we read, (Mark iii. 14,) " And he ordain- 
ed twelve, that they should be with him," &c., we will let 
our author answer this objection in his own language. He 
says, p. 16, " If, in reply to what has now been said, refer- 
ence should be made to the statement in Mark iii. 14, that 
Christ * ordained twelve,' as if there were a peculiar force 
and meaning in the term used by the evangelist, it is sufii- 
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cient to say that the word which is commoQly translated 

* ordain' in the New Testament is not employed in this 
place in the original : the word is e7ro*ijtn? — he * made' or 

* constituted' — and is never used to signify the official act 
of ministerial ordination/' So likewise in Acts i. 22, where 
Peter says, ** must one be ordained to be a witness with us 
of the resurrection," the word translated ordain is ovelrfifydTi, 
which signifies ** to be ordained," merely in the sense of 
" appointed." It is evident, from the bare perusal of the 
several narratives, that the twelve were merely appointed 
Apostles by Christ, and not ordained to the Apostleship. 
When the disciples attempted to fill the place of Judas, 
Matthias was not ordained an Apostle ; but the lot fell upon 
him, and he was numbered with the Apostles without any 
ordination. When Christ came down from heaven to ap^ 
point Paul an Apostle, he simply made the appointment with- 
out ordaining him to the office. We read of the ordination 
of Elders or Presbyters, but never of Apostles. We chal- 
lenge our opponents to produce a single case of such ordi- 
nation. The only one they have ever pretended to cite is 
that of Timothy ; but we have abundantly shown that he 
was ordained by the Presbytery, not to the Apostleship, but 
to the work of an Evangelist. But when Christ gave the 
ministerial commission to the eleven disciples, before they 
could discharge the duties it enjoins they must be ordained 
to the office. Hence, the Lord Jesus Christ proceeded to 
their ordinaticm : '' He breathed on them, and saith unto 
them. Receive ye the Holy Ghost." This our author affirms 
to be €M ordination. His words are : *' Therefore no argu- 
ment can be drawn from this mere incident against our gen- 
eral position that the ministerial commission, in the strict 
and highest sense of the term, is found in the last solemn 
charge of our Lord to his Apostles, and the attending cere- 
mony having all the solemnity and force of an official ordi- 
nation. ' And when he had said this, he breAthed on them. 
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and saith unto them. Receive ye the Holy Ghost ; whose- 
soever sins ye remit, they are remitted : and whosesoever 
sins ye retain, they are retained.' If this is not a formal in- 
vestiture of office, both in the terms and in the act, then it ' 
would be impossible to find such in the whole compass of 
the Bible." Just so we think. But, pray, with what office 
did this ordination invest them ? Not with the Apostleship ; 
for they were Apostles before. Not with the Deaconship, 
for that had not yet been instituted : and we believe that it 
is not pretended by any that the Apostles were ordained to 
the deaconship. To what office, then, were they ordained ? 
The conclusion is inevitable, they were invested with the 
Preshyteanai office : they were ordained Presbyters ; and, as 
such, were commissioned to preach, to baptize, to rule, and 
to ordain other presbyters in the church of God. The Apos- 
tleship was an extraordinary, temporary, and personal office ; 
and as such, a mere appointment to it by our Lord in person 
was considered sufficient, without a formal ordination. The 
presbyter ate was a permanent office, which was to be bended 
down from one class of Presbyters to another, and thus con- 
tinue in the church to the end of time. It was therefore 
deemed both expedient and necessary to have individuals 
inducted into this office by a formal and solemn ordination. 
4. The Apostles, as such, had no right to perform most 
of the duties enjoined in the ministerial commission. The 
only duty which Apostles were appointed to perform in com- 
mon with presbyters, was that of preaching. We find this 
inserted in the article of their appointment, as contained in 
Mark iii. 14, 15 : " And he ordained (or constituted) twelve, 
that they should be with him, and t^iat he might send them 
forth to preach, and to have power to heal sicknesses, and 
cast out devils." The idea that the Apostleship contains 
within itself the presbyterate, as the greater contains the 
less, is a sheer assumption, not only without evidence, but 
in the face pf evidence to the contrary. It can never be 
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shown that the Apostles, merely as Apostles, had any right 
to administer Christian baptism or to ordain : and the rule 
which they exercised was extraordinary, growing out of the 
fact that they were inspired men ; and, as such, sustained 
personally the same relation to the church as their writings 
do at present. Hence, Paul says, 1 Cor. i. 17 : " Christ 
sent me no^ to baptize, but to preach the gospel ;" that is, 
my appropriate work, as an Apostle, is not to baptize, but 
to preach. True, he baptized a few persons ; but this was 
after he had been constituted a presbyter by the presbytery 
of Antioch. 

That the Apostles, as such, were not authorized to or- 
dain, is evident from the fact that the Apostle Paul was not 
qualified to accompany Barnabas upon an ordaining tour 
through the churches, until he had first been ordained a 
presbyter — not by Apostles, but by the prophets and teach- 
ers who constituted the presbytery of th^ church at Antioch. 
The account of this transaction is contained in Acts xiii. 
1-3 : •" Now there were in the church which was at Anti- 
och, certain prophets and teachers ; as Barnabas, and 
Simeon that was called Niger, and Lucius of Cyrene, and 
Manaen, which had been brought up with Herod the 
tetrarch, and Saul. As they ministered to the Lord, and 
fasted, the Holy Ghost said, Separate me Barnabas and Saul 
for the work whereunto I have called them. And when 
they had fasted and prayed, and laid their hands on them, 
they sent them away." " This," says Dr. Miller, " is the 
most ample account of an ordination to be found in Scrip- 
ture ; and it is an account which, were there no other, would 
be sufficient to decide the present controversy in our favor. 
Who were the ordainers on this occasion ? They were not 
Apostles : lest this should be supposed, their names are 
given. They were not bishops in the modern sense of the 
word ; for there were a number of them ministering together 
in the same church. They were the prophets and teachers 
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of the church at Antioch. With respect to these teachers, 
no higher character has ever been claimed for them than 
that of presbyters, laboring in word and doctrine. And as 
to the prophets, though the precise nature of their endow- 
ments and office be not certainly known, yet there is com- 
plete evidence that they did not sustain that ecclesiastical 
rank with which Episcopalians contend that, in the days of 
the Apostles, the power of ordaining was connected. Still 
these ministers ordained ; and they did this under the imme- 
diate direction of the Holy Ghost, who cannot be supposed 
to sanction any departure from an essential principle of 
church government." Dr. Hammond, one of the most able 
and zealous advocates for Episcopacy, does not hesitate to 
pronounce this transaction a regular ordination. This is 
likewise the opinion of that distinguished Episcopal writer. 
Bishop Taylor. He says, speaking of Paul, " He had the 
special honor to be chosen in an extraordinary way, yet 
he had something of the ordinary too ; for, in an extraordi- 
nary manner he was sent to be ordained in an ordinary 
ministry. His designation was as immediate as that of the 
eleven Apostles, though his ordination was not." The 
learned Dr. Lightfoot was also of the same opinion. " No 
better reason," says he, ".can be given of this present ac- 
tion, than that the Lord did hereby set down a platform of 
ordaining ministers to the church of the Gentiles in future 
times." Chrysostom, one of the early fathers, asserts that 
Paul was ordained at Antioch, and quotes this same passage 
from Acts in support of the position. We close this part of 
our subject by adding the testimony of Archbishop Whately, 
the present primate of Ireland. He calls this transaction 
an ordination not only, but one by the elders of the church 
at Antioch ; he even goes so far as to say that this " ordi- 
nation hy elders'' was to the Apostleship. This last position, 
as we have before remarked, is entirely untenable ; but, 
even were it admitted, it would completely overthrow the 
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whole fabric of exclusive Episcopacy, Jure divino exclusive 
Episcopalians will not admit that presbyters hare any right 
to ordain ; much less that they have a right to ordain Apos' 
ties or diocesan Bishops, The language of the Archbishop 
upon this subject is as follows : '* It is worth remarking also, 
that as if on purpose to guard against the assumption which 
might not unnaturally have taken place, of some supremacy, 
such as no church was designed to enjoy, on the part of 
Jerusalem the ibuntain-head of the religion, it was by the 
special appointment of the Holy Spirit that Saul and Barna- 
bas were ordained to the very highest office, the Apostle- 
ship, not by the hands of other Apostles, or of any persons 
at Jerusalem, but by the elders of Antioch. Some reason for 
such a procedure there must have been ; and it does seem 
probable that it was designed for the very purpose (among 
others) of impressing on men's minds the independence and 
equality of the several churches on earth." Here, then, is 
ample testimony drawn from the most eminent sources that 
this transaction was an ordination by the hands of presby- 
ters, and that it was necessary to qualify Paul and Barnabas 
to go upon an ordaining tour through the churches ; and if 
this be true, it is plain that Apostles, as such, had not a 
right to ordain ; but that the Apostle Paul, before he could 
ordain others, must himself be ordained by the presbytery to 
the presbyterate. 

5. '* Those who act under the ministerial commission 
are appointed and set apart by men ; but Apostles must re- 
ceive their appointment from the Lord Jesus Christ in 
person. That those who act under the ministerial com- 
mission are appointed and set apart by men, will not be 
disputed by any. That the Apostles must receive their ap- 
pointment from the Lord Jesus Christ in person, has been 
abundantly shown in a previous discourse. In answering a 
supposed objection to this position, drawn from the appoint- 
ment of Matthias to the Apostleship, the opinion was set 
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forth that this transaction was entirely unaathorized. This 
opinion has since been attacked, with some degree of wamth, 
in an anonymous pamphlet, which has been extensively circu- 
lated in this community, and great pains has been taken to 
leave the impression, that the whole force of our argument 
depend upon the correctness of this opinion. We should 
never have referred, in this public manner, to the contents of 
this pamphlet, were there not good reason for believing that 
its author and the author of '* The Enquiry" are the same 
individual. The question whether the election of Matthias to 
the Apostleship was an authorized transaction, is one about 
which the ablest commentators have differed. We have 
been led to take the negative of this question, for the follow- 
ing reasons : 

1. Our Lord,* during the time he spent with his disciples 
after his resurrection, left no directions with them to fill 
the place of Judas. If he had done so, Peter would have 
referred to those directions instead of quoting a prophecy, 
which, while it showed that that place was to be supplied, 
gave no authority to the disciples to supply it. 

2. Instead of directing his disciples to make an Apostle, 
Christ charged them to wait at Jerusalem until they should 
be endowed with power from on high. 

3. This appointment took place before the promised 
Spirit was poured upon the disciples on the day of Pentecost. 

4. There was no visible manifestation of the ratifica- 
tion of the act by Jehovah himself, as we may naturally 
suppose would have been the case, in that age of the church, 
in so important and solemn a transaction, if it had been 
authorized by God. 

5. We hear nothing of Matthias, as an Apostle, after his 
appointment. 

6. In due time, the Lord Jesus himself came down 
from heaven, and appointed Paul to the Apostleship ; as w^ 
think, to fill the place of Judas. 
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But we do not consider this point of the least impor- 
tance to the strength and conclusiveness of our general 
argument. Suppose we take the ground of the Rev. Trac- 
tarian, that Matthias was appointed to the Apostleship by 
the Lord through the lot, and that he was ordained an Apos- 
tle by the Holy Ghost on the day of Pentecost ; this, of 
itself, would go very far to show that men have no authority 
to appoint and ordain Apostles. Again : suppose we allow 
that Christ came from heaven to add one to his college of 
Apostles ; this would afford a very strong presumptive 
argument tq prove that men have no right to make such 
additions. Allowing all this to be true, we have only to 
change the number of Apostles from twelve to thirteen, and 
our argument remains as impregnable as ever. Our author 
is mistaken when he supposes that, if he can prove that the 
Lord appointed thirteen Apostles, he has passed the " Rubi- 
can^' of his difficulty. In order to do that, he must show 
that Apostles were appointed by men, which never has been, 
and never can be proved. The fact then that Apostles were 
appointed by the Lord in person, while those acting under 
the ministerial commission are appointed by men, shows 
conclusively that the Apostleship and this commission are 
distinct from each other. 

6. All the powers conferred, and duties enjoined by the 
ministerial commission, were possessed and exercised by 
presbyters. We have so entirely prepared the way for this 
position, in the previous part of this discourse, that only a 
fdw remarks are necessary to make its truth evident to all. 
That presbyters preached and administered the sacraments, 
is not disputed by any. His words are — " That * they ruled' 
and took the oversight of the particular flock or congrega- 
tion where their Apostles had placed them, is, with equal 
clearness, asserted." Again, " Much has been written to 
prove that elders had the rule and oversight of the churches. 
Long and labored arguments have been brought to fortify and 
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sustain this position. But, with us, this is needless. It is grant- 
ed already, in the sense of ruling a particular congregation 
or * flock.' But this power was not absolute. It was held 
subject to the control and final decision of the Apostles, in 
every case where it was exercised." Here, then, our author 
admits, that presbyters ruled in the churches ; but then their 
rule was subject to the decision of the Apostles. Very 
good. This, in a very important sense, was undoubtedly true. 
The inspired Apostles bore the same relation to the presby- 
ters of that early period, which their writings do to the 
presbyters of the present day. The rule of the presbyters 
of the present day is subject to the final decision of 
the inspired Apostolic writings; just as the rule of the 
presbyters, at that distant period, was subject to the final 
decision of the Apostles themselves. We have full as 
much evidence, that the rule of Timothy and Titus was 
subject to the final decision of the Apostles, as we have that 
the rule of any other presbyters was subject to their final 
decision ; and yet we are told that Timothy and Titus were 
diocesan bishops ! So that, if the argument of our author 
prove any thing, it proves that there are four orders of cler- 
gy in the church ; for even the power of diocesan bishops 
was not absolute, ** their rule being subject to the final de- 
cision of the Apostles." But let us look for a few moments 
at the right of presbyters to rule, in the light of the Scrip- 
tures. The first passage to which I would call your atten- 
tion is Acts XX. 28 : " Take heed, therefore, unto yourselves 
and to the flock over which the Holy Ghost hath made you 
overseers, (or emaxonot, bishops,) to feed the church of God, 
which he hath purchased with his own blood." This was 
Paul's farewell address to the elders of Ephesus. He tells 
them, verse 25th, " And now, behold I know that ye all, 
among whom I have gone preaching the kingdom of God, 
shall see my face no more." Here then we have the Apos- 
tle's last charge to thoso elders, his parting advice to those 
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whom the Holy Ghost had made bishops of that church. 
He charges them, '' to feed the church of Qod." The word 
here translated '' feed/' is noifiaivuv^ which signifies that 
care which a shepherd exercises over his flock, and certain- 
ly must imply government among other things. The late 
Dr. Mason, by a critical examination into the meaning of 
this word, shows conclusively that, both in classical and New 
Testament Greek, it implies rule or government. Nor was 
this rule to be '* subject to the final decision of the Apostle,'' 
for he was to leave them for ever ; they were to see his face 
no more. Nor does he say a word to them about a prelate 
who was to exercise authority over them. Episcopalians in- 
form us that Timothy was at this time bishop of Ephesus. It 
is passing strange, if this was the case, that the Apostle says 
not a word to these elders about their duties to their dio- 
cesan, nor even intimates that they have one placed over 
them. Any individual, upon a candid perusal of the narra- 
tive of this transaction, would at once conclude that the 
whole charge of this church was committed to its bench of 
elders or presbyters, and that they were to be its supreme 
earthly rulers. And we strongly suspect that this, afler all, 
was the case. 

That presbyters governed the primitive churches, and 
exercised the highest ordinary ecclesiastical authority in 
those churches, is the opinion of many eminent Episco- 
palians. Bishop Bilson, in his work against Seminarius, 
Lib. I. p. 318, says, " The church was at first governed by 
the common council of presbyters ; that therefore bishops 
must understand that they are greater than presbyters, rather 
by custom than the Lord's appointment ; and that bishops 
came in after the Apostles." Dr. Whittaker, an eminent 
Episcopal divine, and divinity professor in the university of 
Cambridge, in writing against Bellarmine from 2 Tim. i. 6^ 
says, '* We understand that Timothy had hands laid on hj|i^ 
by presbyters, who at that time governed the chu]i;jql|^ m 
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common council." Other testimonies might be added, but 
these are sufficient. 

We will notice but a single passage more under this 
head ; it is 1 Tim. v. 17 : " Let the elders that rule well be 
counted worthy of double honor, especially they who labor 
in the trorrf and doctrine J ^ Here it is asserted not only that 
elders rule, but that there is a class of elders whose sole 
business it is to rule, and another class who preach as well 
as rule. Upon this passage that distinguished divine, Dr. 
Owen, remarks : " This would be a text of uncontrollable 
evidence if it had any thing but prejudice and interest to 
contend with. On the first proposal of the text, * That the 
elders who rule well are worthy of double honor, especially 
they who labor in the word and doctrine,' a rational man who 
is unprejudiced, who never heard of the controversy about 
ruling elders, can hardly avoid the apprehension that there 
are two sorts of elders ; some who labor in word and doc- 
trine, and some who do not so labor." The opinion of the 
Episcopal Doctor and Professor Whittaker, is full as deci- 
sive. He says, ** By these words the Apostle evidently dis- 
tinguishes between the bishops and the inspectors of the 
church. If all who rule well be worthy of double honor, 
especially they who labor in word and doctrine, it is plain 
that there were some who did not thus labor : for, if all had 
been of this description, the meaning would have been 
absurd ; but the word especially points out a difference. If 
I should say that all who study well at the university are 
worthy of double honor, especially they who labor in the 
study of theology, I must either mean that all do not apply 
themselves to the study of theology, or I should speak non- 
sense. Wherefore, I confess that to be the most genuine 
sense by which pastors and teachers are distinguished from 
those who only govern.'* Dr. Whitby, in his note on this 
passage, says, " The elders of the Jews were of two sorts : 

" 1. Such as governed in the synagogue. 
4 
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" 2. Such as ministered in reading and expounding the 
Scriptures. And these, the Apostle declares to be the most 
honorable, and worthy the chiefest reward. Accordingly, 
the Apostle, reckoning up the offices God had appointed in 
the church, places teachers before governments, i Cor. xii. 
28." — Here then it would seem, both from the language of 
Scripture and the confession of eminent Episcopalians, 
that, so far from elders not ruling in the primitive church, 
there were a class of elders who did nothing but rule^ And 
we would ask. Where in the Episcopal church can you find 
such a bench of ruling' " elders .^" We must be a little careful 
or we shall prove that the Presbyterian form of government 
is the primitive and apostolical form, and that the Presby- 
terian church is the true apostolic church. 

That presbyters ordained we have clearly proved already. 
Paul and Barnabas and Timotheus all received presbyterial 
ordination. We trust we have shown conclusively, that " to 
ordain" was the peculiar and appropriate duty of presbyters, 
and did not belong to Apostles, as such. Here then you 
perceive that all the powers conferred and duties enjoined 
by the ministerial commission were possessed and exercised 
by the presbyters in the New Testament church : and this 
goes to prove that the commission was presbyterial and not 
apostolical. 

7. There is no distinction made in the New Testament 
between bishops and presbyters. These names are applied 
interchangeably, and to the same order of clergy. Any one 
may satisfy himself of the truth of this position by referring 
to the following passages of Scripture : Acts xx. 17-28 — 
the hearer must recollect when he reads this passage, that 
the word translated overseers is emcxonoi (bishops) — Phi- 
lippians i. 1 ; Titus i. 5-9. There is a passage contained 
in 1 Pet. V. 1-2, upon which we will make a single remark : 
** The elders which are among you I exhort, who am also an 
elder, and a witness of the sufferings of Christ, and also a 
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partaker of the glory which shall be revealed. Feed the 
flock of God which is among you, taking the oversight 
thereof, not by constraint, but willingly ; not for filthy lucre, 
but of a ready mind." The word here translated " taking 
the oversight," is eniaKonowreg, which signifies to exercise 
the oflice and discharge the duties of a bishop; so that 
presbyters are not only called bishops in Scripture, but they 
are likewise exhorted to exercise the oflice and discharge 
the duties of bishops among the churches. Our author 
admits that elders are called bishops in Scripture. He says, 
"And it is even true that the word (bishop) in the New 
Testament is generally tipplied to elders." He then goes 
on to state that the first grade of ministers were, in the 
early ages of the church, called Apostles : while the second 
grade were called interchangeably Bishops and Presbyters. 
But that, in process of time, the name of Apostle, from the 
peculiar reverence attached to it, (the first Apostles being 
inspired,) seems to have been dropped ; and the term Bishop, 
taken in its place, whilst the term Presbyter was alone 
retained by the second order of ministers. Upon this quo- 
tation we would make the following remarks : — 

1. If the Apostles are the only diocesan bishops to be 
found in the Scriptures, then indeed was the primitive church 
without such bishops ; for it is most evident that the Apos- 
tles were not diocesans at all, but special missionaries, en- 
dowed with extraordinary powers, whose offices ceased with 
themselves. 

2. The fact that presbyters are called bishops in the 
Scriptures, and that they are the only Scripture bishops, 
goes very far to show that they were the only permanent 
spiritual overseers appointed by Christ and his Apostles in 
the churches. 

3. The idea that, in the first ages, the successors of the 
Apostles, who constitute the first order of the ministry, were 
called Apostles ; and that, in process of time, out of rever- 
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ence or modesty, they dropped the term Apostle and assumed 
one of the names used to designate the second order, is not 
only unsustained by the imperial record, but is entirely con- 
tradicted by that analogy which is deducible frofti the 
whole history of our race. Who ever heard of a class of in- 
dividuals having a right to an office, out of reverence or 
modesty relinquishing its appropriate name, and assuming 
that of a lower official grade ? If there are any such instances 
upon the page of history, we can only say they have never 
met our eye. And especially is it passing strange that 
those who were true Apostles should, out oi reverence or mod- 
esty, relinquish the very name which had been bestowed on 
them by their divine Lord and Master ! We know that our 
author quotes Theodorei to sustain his position. His words 
are, ** The same persons were anciently called Bishops and 
Presbyters, and they whom we now call Bishops were then call- 
ed Apostles, but in process of time the name of Apostles was 
appropriated to them who vvere Apostles in the strict sense; 
and the rest, who were formerly called Apostles, were styled 
Bishops." It is worthy of remark, that, according toTheo- 
doret, those who were anciently called Apostles, but were 
afterwards called Bishops, were not Apostles in the " strict 
sensed* of that term. The words which he uses, and which 
are here translated " Apostles in the strict sense," are ** ah 
r^&mg anoatoXot,'^ which signify ** Apostles indeed," or " true 
Apostles;" so that, according to the testimony of the indi- 
vidual quoted by our author himself, those who were called 
Apostles and afterwards Bishops were not "Apostles indeed,'^ 
or " true Apostles ;" and if they were not " true Apostles," 
ihey were not Apostles at all. The fact was, as stated by 
Eusebius, that in the early period of the church " many were 
called Apostles by way of imitation" — and in the larger and 
general acceptation of that term ; but in process of time, 
this use of the term was abandoned, and it was confined 
to those who were ** indeed*' or. ** truly" the inspired 
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Apostles of Christ. But suppose Theodoret had said, in 
so many words, " Those whom we now call Bishops are in 
the true sense Apostles, the only successors of the Apostles 
of Christ ; and in the early ages of the church they were 
calledrApostles, but in process of time that name was dropped, 
and they are now called Bishops/* pray what could it prove? 
Simply that this was the opinion of Theodoret. And who 
was Theodoret 1 He was a writer of the fifth century, when 
diocesan Episcopacy had become firmly established in the 
church, and was first verging towards its legitimate result — 
the PAPACY. Those who live hundreds of years hence might, 
with the same propriety, quote the pamphlet of our author in 
favor of diocesan episcopacy, as he can quote Theodoret. 
The more clearly to illustrate this point, let us suppose 
Lockport to become an immense city, having its splendid 
palaces and magnificent public edifices. In process of time, 
it is visited with an earthquake, and entombed beneath the 
surface of the earth. Ages roll on, and the place where this 
city stood is unknown. An antiquarian, eccentric and per- 
severing in his researches, visits this spot, and thinks he has 
discovered some indications that here lies a buried city. 
Being a gentleman of large fortune, and able to command 
aid to any extent, he employs a multitude of hands, and com- 
mences excavating the earth. They succeed in uncovering 
a portion of its splendid ruins, and find, among other things, 
a well selected library. It is the library of our author. 
They hand up volume after volume, until they come to a 
stack of pamphlets. They all appear alike, and there is a great 
probability that they are so many copies of the same produc- 
tion. They are somewhat surprised that any gentleman 
should have in his library so many copies of the same work. 
This circumstance excites the curiosity of the antiquarian, 
and he attempts to ascertain its character. Our language 
has undergone so many changes that it is with the utmost 
difficulty he can read it ; but he finally succeeds. It is en- 
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titled " An inquiry into the ministerial commission, by Rev. 
Lloyd Windsor, M. A." He peruses its pages, and ascer- 
tains that it professes to be an argument in favor of dioce- 
san Episcopacy. Being an Episcopalian himself, he presses 
it to his bosom as a precious relic of antiquity, as a produc- 
tion of one of the ancient fathers — going to show that dio- 
cesan bishops are the true successors of the Apostles, and 
that the Episcopal church is the only true church — its 
pages being full of bold assertions upon these points. The 
work is handed over to High Church Episcopal divines, and 
quoted largely to support their exclusive views of the minis- 
try and the ordinances of the church. I would ask those of 
the present generation — those who hear me this evening — 
what would all this prove in favor of jure divino Episcopa- 
cy 1 and yet it would be just as conclusive as the supposed 
quotation from Theodoret, could it be found in his writings. 
The truth is, my hearers, as we have before proved, the 
Apostles, as such, had no successors. The only bishops 
which the New Testament knows any thing about, are pres- 
byter bishops. Christ and his Apostles never made a dio- 
cesan bishop. The institution, the history, or the defined 
Tights and duties of such a bishop cannot be found upon the 
sacred page. This order of the clergy is MAN-MADE ; 
it never originated by divine appointment. 

These views are sustained by eminent Episcopalians, as 
will be shown when we come to exhibit the testimony of 
Episcopalians in our favor. We will here cite the opinion of 
two eminent Episcopal divines. Doct. Willet says : " Seeing, 
in the Apostles' 4;imes, Episcopus and Presbyter — a bishop 
and a priest — were neither in name nor office distinguished, 
it followeth, then, that either the Apostles assigned no suc- 
cession while they lived, neither appointed successors, or that, 
indifferently, all faithful pastors and preachers of the Apos- 
tolic faith are the Apostles' successors." Dr. Holland, the 
king's divinity professor at Oxfolrd, at a public academical 



MINISTERIAL COMMISSION. 83 

exercise was asked, " Whether the office of Bishop be differ- 
ent from that of Presbyter and superior to it by divine right ?" 
To which he replied : " To affirm that there is such a differ- 
ence and superiority by divine right, is most false ; contrary 
to the Scripture, to the fathers, to the doctrine of the church 
of England, yea, to the schoolmen themselves." 

Lastly : our author admits that there is but one ministe- 
rial commission given by Christ, and that that commission 
was given to but one order, viz., " the Eleven." Now, it 
will be evident to any one who will give it a candid perusal, 
that this commission grants no authority to constitute three 
orders in the ministry. How comes it to pass, then, that, 
in the Episcopal church, under one ministerial commission, 
given to one order, there are three orders of clergy 1 Our 
author attempts to get rid of this difficulty by stating that 
Presbyters or Elders were not appointed by Christ himself, 
but by the Apostles ; that they do not act under the ministe- 
rial commission, as emanating directly from Christ; but 
that they are commissioned by the Apostles and their suc- 
cessors^-diocesan Bishops. His idea appears to be, that 
Christ appoints and commissions the bishops, and the bish- 
ops appoint and commission the inferior clergy. Accord- 
ing to our author's own showing, he, as a presbyter, does 
not act under the ministerial commission, as emanating from 
Christ ; but he received his appointment and commission 
from the bishop who ordained him. If this be the state of 
the case, we do not envy him the authority under which he 
acts. How much more rational and scriptural the view, 
that this one commission created but one order of ministers, 
viz., Presbyters ; which order has been perpetuated and 
multiplied in the church until the present day ; that all faith- 
ful pastors act under the ministerial commission as it came 
from the Lord Jesus Christ, and that all may plead that pre- 
cious promise which it contains, — " Lo ! I am with you al- 
ways, even unto the end of the world." 
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But perhaps it will be asked, Did not the Apostles ordain 
Deacons ? And are they not an inferior order of clergy ? 
That the Apostles ordained deacons, is perfectly evident : but 
that they were ordained to the ministry of any order, we 
utterly deny. They were ordained, not to preach, in the 
official sense of that term ; but to superintend the temporal- 
ities of the church, and especially to the distribution of alms 
among the poor widows and other indigent members who 
were depending upon the church's charity for a subsistence. 
They were appointed to ** serve tables,'* that the Apostles 
might give themselves more entirely to preaching the word. 
T'lis will be evident to any unprejudiced individual, who 
will take pains to read the narrative of their appointment. 
It is contained in Acts vi. 1-6 : " And in those days, when 
the number of the disciples was multiplied, there arose a mur- 
muring of the Grecians against the Hebrews, because their 
widows were neglected in the daily ministration. Then the 
twelve called the multitude of the disciples unto them, and 
said, It is not reason that we should leave the word of God 
and serve tables. Wherefore, brethren, look ye out among 
you seven men of honest report, full of the Holy Ghost and 
wisdom, whom we may appoint over this business. But we 
will give ourselves continually to prayer and to the ministry 
of the word. And the saying pleased the whole multitude : 
and they chose Stephen, a m^n full of faith and of the Holy 
Ghost, and Philip, and Prochorus, and Nicanor, and Timon, 
and Parmenas, and Nicholas a proselyte of Antioch : whom 
they set before the Apostles : and when they had prayed, they 
laid their hands on them." Here certainly there is nothing 
said about their being appointed to preach or exercise any of 
the functions of a gospel minister. The circumstance which 
led to their appointment, was, the murmuring of the Gre- 
cians against the Hebrews, because the widows of the former 
were neglected in the daily ministrations, and the argument 
which the twelve urge for their appointment is — '' It is not 
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reason that we should leave the word of God and serve 
tables." They were appointed to attend to the daily minis- 
tration of alms among the poor of the church, that the Apos- 
tles might give themselves continually to prayer and to the 
ministry of the word. How exactly this narrative agrees 
with the situation and duties of Presbyterian deacons at the 
present time ! But perhaps you will ask, Did not Stephen 
exercise the functions of a minister ? do we not read that he 
preached ? By no means. Nowhere is this recorded of him. 
It is said that when his views of Christianity were attack- 
ed, he disputed with his opponents ; and that when he 
was brought before the council for trial he defended himself 
mightily ; but these things he had a perfect right to do with- 
out being an ordained minister. Again, you may ask, 
Did not Philip preach and baptize ? Certainly he did ; but 
not until he had been ordained an evangelist. Hence he is 
expressly called an evangelist in Acts xxi. 8 : " And the next 
day, we that were of Paul's company departed, and came unto 
Cesarea. And we entered into the house of Philip the 
Evangelist, which was one of the seven, and abode with 
him." Here Philip is expressly called an Evangelist ; and 
lest he should be thought to be some other Philip, it is stated 
that he was one of the seven who were elected deacons of 
the church at Jerusalem. " The truth is," says Dr. Miller, 
" Philip, a short time after being set apart a deacon, was 
driven from Jerusalem by persecution ; and being no longer 
able to fulfil the duties of this office, it is probable that some 
person in that city was chosen his successor, and that he was 
advanced to the higher office of Evangelist, and sent abroad 
to preach the gospel." Upon the subject of the deaconship. 
Bishop Crofl, in his " Naked Truth," holds the following 
language : " Having thus stated and united the two pre- 
tended and distinct orders of Episcopacy and Presbytery, I 
now proceed to the third pretended spiritual order ; that of 

4* 
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the Deaconship. Whether this of deaconship be properly 
called an order or an office, I will not dispute, but certainly 
no spiritual order ; for their office was to serve tables, as the 
Scripture phrases it, which, in plain English, is nothing else 
but overseers of the poor, to distribute justly and discreetly 
the alms of the faithful, which the Apostles would not trouble 
themselves withal, lest it should hinder them in the adminis- 
tration of the word and prayer. But, as most matters of this 
world in process of time deflect much from the original con- 
stitution, so it fell out in this business; for the bishops, who 
pretended to be the successors of the Apostles, by little and 
little took to themselves the dispensation of alms, first by way 
of inspection over the deacons ; but at length the total man- 
agement. And the deacons, who were mere lay officers, by 
degrees crept into the church ministration, and became a 
reputed spiritual order, and a necessary degree and step to 
the priesthood, of which I can find nothing in Scripture and 
the original institution ; not a word relating to any thing but 
the ordering of alms for the poor. And the first I find of 
their officiating in spiritual matters, is in Justin Martyr's 
time, who lived in the second century." Here you have the 
ample testimony of an Episcopal Bishop upon the subject of 
the deaconship. Bishop White, of Pennsylvania, writing 
to Bishop Hobart upon the same subject, thus delivers his 
opinion : ^* But can it be imagined that an order instituted 
for the purpose of * serving tables,' should, in the very in- 
fancy of its existence, have the office of the higher order 
of the ministry committed to them ? I do not deny either the 
right or the prudence of allowing what has been subsequently 
allowed to this lowest order of the clergy. All I contend 
for is, that at the first institution of the order there could 
have been no difference between them and laymen in regard 
to the preaching of the word and the administering the sa- 
craments," This is the same Bishop White who, our author 
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contends, believes in the divine right of Episcopacy. The 
testimony of this bishop may give him considerable trouble 
before these discourses are finished. 

Here, then, we close our Bible argument. And who 
does not perceive that there are found in the Bible but three 
ordinary and permanent classes of church officers? 

1. Presbyter Bishops or the pastors of the churches, who 
act under the ministerial commission and claim the precious 
promises which it contains : " Lo, I am with you always, 
even unto the end of the world." 

2. A bench of ruling Elders, whose business it is to gov- 
ern, and not to preach. 

3. Deacons, who are to oversee the temporalities of the 
church, and distribute her alms to her indigent members. 
And we are willing to leave it to the decision of any candid 
hearer, whether here are not found all the essential features 
of Presbtterianism. We do not believe in the divine 
right of any form of church government ; but we are firmly 
persuaded that the form adopted hy our particular branch of 
the church, conies nearer to the Apostolic model than any 
other extant. This, it is believed, has been made abundantly 
evident in the foregoing lecture. 
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TESTIMONY OF THE FATHERS. 

Matt. xv. 9. — " But in vain do they worabip me, teaching for 
doctrine the commandments of men." 

Men are ever prone to give an authority to the ancient 
esipounders of divine law, which they ought never to possess. 
And especially is this the case when an importance is at- 
tached to forms and ceremonies, and the externals of reli- 
gion, which cannot be sustained by a direct appeal to Scrip- 
ture. Hence recourse is had to the writings of the ancients. 
This is the course taken by High Church Episcopalians. 
Failing entirely to sustain their system of exclusive doctrines 
by the Scriptures, they appeal with seeming confidence and 
triumph to the Fathers, or early Christian writers. In regarrf 
to this appeal we would remark : 

1. Were the fathers ever so much in favor of diocesan 
Episcopacy, it would argue nothing against us, so long as 
we cannot find it in the Bible. We do not profess to take 
the very uncertain writings of the Fathers as any part of our 
rule of faith and practice. According to our belief, the Old 
and New Testaments are the " only unerring rule." If, 
therefore, the Fathers decide against the Scriptures, we are 
bound to decide against them. We use the same language 
in regard to the authority of the Fathers, which the venerable 
Augustine used in regard to the authority of Cyprian : 
'' His writings I hold not to be canonical, but examine them 
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by the canonical writings : and in them what agreeth with 
the authority of Divine Scripture, I accept with his praise. 
What agreeth not, I reject with his leave." This is pre- 
cisely the course we must take with all the writings of the 
Fathers ; they must be tried by the Scripture, instead of 
the Scriptures being tried by them. 

2. In an appeal to the Fathers, it should be recollected 
that Episcopacy took its rise in the church in the third cen- 
tury ; and this fact, while it detracts materially from the 
weight of testimony brought after that period, in favor of 
Episcopacy, adds gi^atly to the weight of testimony adduced 
against it — upon the well-known legal and common-sense 
principle, that the testimony of an individual in his favor is 
considered of little value ; but his evidence against himself^ 
is held to be the most convincing kind of testimony. 

3. We do not shrink from an appeal to the Fathers : 
and, were it proper, we should be perfectly willing to leave 
it to them, as arbitrators in the matters of difference between 
high churchmen and ourselves ; we should not be the least 
fearful of their rendering a verdict against us. 

But we will examine somewhat at length the testimony 
of the Fathers, and see what they say upon the subject. 
We will divide this testimony into two periods of time ; the 
first running to the middle of the third century, or the 
period before which Episcopacy had made any very marked 
progress in the church ; the second, after that time — for we 
believe it is admitted by all, that Episcopacy became some- 
what rife in the church during the last half of the third 
century. 

The earliest witness who lived and wrote during the first 
two hundred and fifty years of the Christian era, is Clemens 
Romanus. This is the first witness presented by our author 
in favor of Diocesan Episcopacy. He says of him, " A. D. 
64-70, Clement, first Bishop of Rome, mentioned by St. 
Paul in Philip, iv. 3." That the person here spoken of, and 
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Clement of Rome, are the same, is affirmed by Eusebius 
Epiphanius, and St. Hierone. In his first epistle to the 
Corinthians now extant, Clement thus writes : " So likewise 
our Apostles knew by our Lord Jesus Christ, that there 
should arise contentions on account of the ministry, and 
therefore, having a perfect knowledge of this, they (the 
Apostles) appointed persons, as we have before said, and 
gave directions how, when they should die, other chosen and 
approved men should succeed in their ministry." " We 
have here " — continues our author — " the testimony of one 
who was the personal companion of St. ^aul, affirming that 
the succession of the Bishops was commanded by the Apos- 
tles." If this is the strongest passage our author can find 
in Clement, his case must be a desperate one, so far as this 
Father is concerned ; for he does not even mention the term 
Bishop at all ; he merely says, that to prevent all disputes 
about the ministry , the Apostles appointed ministers in the 
churches, and gave directions how, when they should die, 
successors should be appointed to their ministry. Now we 
would ask. Who, among all the non-Episcopal ranks, disputes 
this fact ? Not one that we ever heard of in any age or 
country. And yet, this is introduced with wonderful cere- 
mony, as though it went to prove that the Apostles establish- 
ed an order of diocesan Bishops in the church of God ! But, 
although our author is satisfied with so short a quotation 
from Clement, it is by no means all that that Father has 
written upon the subject. Other extracts will throw light 
upon the one quoted by our author. In this same epistle of 
Clement to the Corinthians, he says : " The Apostles, going 
abroad preaching through countries and cities, appointed 
the first fruits of their ministry to be Bishops and Deacons : 
nor was this any thing new, seeing, long before, it was writ- 
ten concerning bishops and deacons, ' For thus saith the 
Scripture in a certain place, I will appoint their bishops 
in righteousness, and their deacons in faith.' " Here you per- 
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ceive Clement speaks after the manner of St. Paul of bishops 
and deacons, as the only distinct offices in the church ; he 
does not here, he nowhere speaks of presbyters and bishops 
as being different orders of the ministry. This would have 
appeared most evident, if our author had continued his own 
quotation a little further on ; but, as he has not seen fit to do 
it, we will do it for him. Clement says : " The Apostles knew 
by our Lord Jesus Christ that contentions would arise about 
the name of Episcopacy ; and therefore, having a perfect 
knowledge of this, they appointed persons, as we have before 
said, and gave directions how, when they should die, other 
chosen and approved men should succeed in their ministry. 
Wherefore we cannot think that those may be justly thrown 
out of their ministry, who ^ere either appointed by them, or 
afterwards chosen by other eminent men with the consent of 
the whole church. For it would be no small sin in us, should 
we cast off those from their Episcopate y (i. e. Bishoprick,) 
who nobly and without blame fulfil the duties of it. Blessed 
are those Presbyters who, having finished their course before 
these times, obtained a perfect and fruitful dissolution. For 
they have no fear lest any one should turn them out of the 
place which is now appointed for them." Again : " It is a 
shame, -ray beloved, yea, a very great shame, and unworthy 
of your Christian profession, to hear that the most firm and 
ancient church of the Corinthians should, by one or two 
persons, be led into a sedition against its Presbyters. Only 
let the flock of Christ be at peace with the presbyters which 
are set over it. He that shall do this, shall get to himself 
very great honor in the Lord. Do ye, therefore, who first laid 
the foundation of this sedition, submit yourselves to your 
presbyters, and be instructed into repentance, bending the 
knee of your hearts." It is evident from these quotations, 

1. That this epistle originated in the fact that a sedition 
had arisen in the Corinthian church against their bishops or 
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presbyters, and that the object of Clement, in this epistle, 
was to quell this sedition. 

2. Clement makes no distinction between the terms 
Bishop and Presbyter : he applies them both to the same 
class of intdividuals. It therefore follows, 

3. That whatever he. says about the succession of 
Bishops, he says also about the succession of Presbyters. 
With him, they are not two distinct orders, but the same 
order in the ministry. So much for the testimony of Cle- 
ment. Instead of favoring our author's positions, it is 
altogether against them. 

The ne^t Father whom we shall introduce, is the vene- 
rable Polycarp. He is represented to have been a disciple 
of the Apostle John, and to have suffered martyrdom for 
the faith as it is in Jesus. His epistle to the Philippians 
was written early in the second century. In it we find the 
following statements : *' It behooves you to abstain from 
these things, being subject to the Presbyters and Deacons 
as to God and Christ." Again ; " Let the Presbyters be 
compassionate and merciful towards all, turning them from 
their errors ; searching out those that are weak ; not for- 
getting the widows, the fatherless, and the poor ; abstaining 
from all wrath, respect of persons and unrighteous judg- 
ment ; not easy to believe any thing against any, nor severe 
in judgment ; knowing that we are all debtors in point of 
law." This Father does not, in his whole epistle, mention 
the word Bishop, and the whole tenor of his epistle goes to 
show that, in the Philippian church, there were only two 
classes of officers, viz., Presbyters and Deacons. 

The next Father is Ignatius. Concerning this Father 
our author says : " A. D. 67, Ignatius, the disciple of St. 
John ; for forty years the bishop of Antioch. He suffered 
martyrdom under Trajan at Rome ; whither he was sent for 
that purpose, about the year of our Lord 107. In his 
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epistle to the church of Philadelphia in Asia, he writes : 
' Which also I salute in the blood of Jesus Christ, which is 
our eternal and undefiled joy, especially if they are at unity 
with the Bishop and Presbyters who are with him and the 
Deacons, appointed according to the mind of Jesus Christ ; 
whom he has settled according to his own will, with all 
firmness by his Holy Spirit.* Which Bishop T know ob- 
tained that great ministry among you, not of himself, neither 
by men, nor out of vainglory, but by the love of God the 
Father, and our Lord Jesus Christ. Be not deceived, 
brethren : If any one follow him that makes a schism in 
the church, he shall not inherit the kingdom of God. If 
any one walk after any other opinion, he agrees not with 
the passion of Christ. Wherefore let it be your endeavor 
to partake all of the same holy Eucharist (Lord's Supper). 
For there is but one flesh of our Lord Jesus Christ, and 
one cup in the unity of his blood, one altar, as also there is 
one Bishop together with his presbytery, and the Deacons 
my fellow-servants ; that so, whatever ye do, ye may do it 
according to the will of God." To confute our author, we 
need no other quotation from Ignatius than the one which* he 
has himself here introduced. It is true that Ignatius in this 
extract speaks of the bishop, presbyters, and deacons of the 
church at Philadelphia ; but he speaks of them just as we, 
Presbyterians, would speak of the pastor, elders and deacons 
of any particular church. This epistle was addressed, not to 
a plurality of churches, such as exist in a diocese, but to the 
single individual church organization at Philadelphia, which 
is evident from the two following facts : 

1. The presbyters and deacons were with the bishop: 
that is, they were administering together with him, in the 
same church. Ignatius says expressly, " Especially if they 
are at unity with the bishop and presbyters who are with 
him, and the deacons," &/C. 

2. This church, according to Ignatius, had but one altar 
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as well as one bishop, which shows conclusively that it was 
an individual church, having its bishop' or pastor, and bench 
of elders, [which bench of presbyters — in a church so large 
that its bishop required aids in the work of preaching the 
gospel — was divided into preaching and ruling presbyters,] 
and deacons; having but one altar, at which the holy 
eucharist was administered by the bishop or pastor to 
the assembled church, and not a diocese, consisting of 
a plurality of churches. It is a notorious fact, that every 
church in a diocese has its own altar, and that all the churches 
in a diocese never congregate at one altar. This extract 
then goes very far to sustain Presbyterianism ; it proves 
nothing in favor of diocesan Episcopacy. If our author had 
attended to the evident meaning of Ignatius, instead of being 
captivated by the mere sound of the word when he mentions 
the bishop or pastor in distinction from those whom he calls 
" his presbytery," who were his aids in preaching and ruling 
N in the same church, he never would have cited this passage 
as evidence in his favor. 

Concerning the testimony of Ignatius, we have two or 
three general remarks to make. 

1. Great doubts are entertained by the learned of the 
genuineness of any of the epistles attributed to him. There 
are two collections of epistles, one is called his large, and 
the other his smaller epistles. Concerning the first it is 
universally agreed that they are spurious; and as to the last, 
it is very generally admitted that they abound with interpo- 
lations by subsequent writers. Dr. Campbell has a very able 
and convincing argument to prove that the whole of these 
epistles are forgeries. Their style and language belong to 
the fifth century, rather than the first or second. 

2. Whatever is said in these epistles about bishops, it 
cannot be proved to have been said of diocesan bishops, but 
only of parochial bishops or presbyters. 

3. Whatever authority they may ascribe to bishops, they 
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make presbyters the successors of the Apostles. This is all 
we need in the present discussion. They use the following 
very explicit language : " The Presbyters preside in the 
PLACE OF the council OP THE AposTLES." ** Be yc sub- 
ject to your Presbyters, as to the Apostles of Jesus Christ 
our hope." "Let all reverence the Presbyters as the 
SANHEDRIM OF GOD AND THE COLLEGE OF 
APOSTLES." " See that ye follow the Presbyters as the 
Apostles." If high churchmen could find in Ignatius such 
language as this in regard to bishops, with what an air of 
triumph they would quote it as conclusive evidence that 
diocesan bishops are the true successors of the Apostles, 
But, alas ! they cannot press into their service these spurious 
epistles, and make them testify in favor of diocesan Episco- 
pacy. The learned (Episcopal) Dr. Stillingfleet remarks, 
concerning the testimony of these epistles ; "In all those 
thirty-five testimonies produced out of Ignatius's epistles, for 
Episcopacy, I can meet with but one which is brought to 
prove the least semblance of an institution of Christ for 
Episcopacy, and if I be not much deceived, the sense of that 
place is clearly mistaken too." 

The next Father mentioned by our author is Irenseus. 
He introduces his testimony in the following manner : 
"A. D. 170, IrensBUs, bishop of Lyons, and disciple of Poly- 
carp, writes — (Lib. III. chap. 3) — " We can reckon those 
bishops who have been constituted by the Apostles and their 
successors all the way to our times. We have the succession 
of the bishops to whom the Apostolic church in every place 
was committed." " The reader will observe," continues our 
author, " how entirely this statement agrees with that made 
by Clement, that the Apostles committed the churches in 
different places to faithful men as their successors." We 
would ask our author what writer in non-Episcopal ranks 
ever denied that the Apostles committed the churches in 
different places to faithful men, as their successors? To 
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attempt to prore this is labor lost ; fcM- it is admitted oq all 
bands. Bat tbe qaestion in dispote is, wbether tbese suc- 
cessors were diocesan bishops, or presbyter bishops ? And 
whether thej succeeded to the apostleship or the presbyter- 
ate t We are entirely willing to submit the question to Ire- 
meus for a decision. If our author knows any thing about 
the writings of this Father beyond the quotation he has made, 
he must know he uses the titles bishc^ and presbyter as in- 
terchangeable terms, applicable to the same individuals, and 
designating the same office. This will be erident from the 
fiJlowing quotations : " When we challenge them (the here- 
tics) to that Apostolical tradition which is preserved in the 
church, through the succession of the presbyters, they oppose 
the tradition, pretending that they are wiser not only than 
the presbyters, but also than tbe Apostles." — Book against 
Heresies, Lib. III. chap. 2. " The Apostolic tradition is 
present in every church. We can enumerate those who were 
constituted bishops by the Apostles in the churches, and 
their successors even to us, who' taught no such things. By 
showing the tradition and declared faith of the greatest and 
most ancient church of Rome, which she received from the 
Apostles, and which has come to us through the succession 
of the bishops, we confound all who conclude otherwise than 
they ought." — Lib. III. chap. 3. " Obey those presbyters in 
the church, who have the succession, as we have shown, from 
the Apostles ; who. with the succession of the Episcopate, re- 
ceived the gift of truth according to the good pleasure of the 
Father."— Lib. IV. chap. 43. " We ought therefore to ad- 
here to those presbyters who keep the Apostles' doctrine, 
and, together with the preshyterial succession, do show forth 
sound speech. Such presbyters the church nourishes ; and 
of such the prophet says, * I will give them princes in peace, 
and bishops in righteousness.* " — Lib. IV. chap. 44. "True 
knowledge is the doctrine of the Apostles according to the 
succession of Bishops, to whom they delivered the church in 
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every place ; which doctrine hath reached us, preserved in 
its most full delivery." — Lib. IV. chap. 53. From these quo^ 
tations it is perfectly clear, that Irenaeus speaks of the same 
succession as coming down in the line of bishops andpres" 
biters, that he applies these terms to the same individuals, 
and uses them to designate precisely the same office. 

If doubts should still remain upon any mind in reference 
to this point, the following quotations cannot fail entirely to 
dispel them. In Lib. III. chap 3, of his book against Here- 
sies, Irenseus calls Poly carp " Bishop^' of the church of 
Smyrna. His language is : '^ Polycarp also, who was not 
only taught by the Apostles, and conversed with many of 
those who had seen our Lord, but was also appointed by the 
Apostles Bishop of the church of Smyrna in Asia," &c. In 
his epistle to Florinus, Irenseus calls this same Polycarp a 
" Presbyter.^' His words are, *' I am able to testify before 
God, that if that holy and Apostolical Presbyter (Polycarp) 
had heard any such thing, he would have at once exclaimed, 
as his manner was, ' Good God ! into what times hast thou 
reserved me !' " Thus you perceive, that this Father at one 
time calls Polycarp a Bishop ; and, at another, a Presbyter ; 
showing conclusively that he used these titles to designate 
the same office. Again, what will our author say to the fol- 
owing quotation from Irenseus : " The Apostles, founding 
and instructing that church, (the church of Rome,) delivered 
to Linus the Episcopate ; Anacletus succeeded him ; after 
him, Clement obtained the Episcopate from the Apostles ; 
to Clement succeeded Evaristus ; to him, Alexander ; then, 
Aixtus ; and after him, Telesphorus ; then, Hygynus ; after 
him, Pius ; then, Anicetus ; and when Soter had succeeded 
Anicetus, then Eleutherius had the Episcopate, in the twelfth 
place. By this appointment and instruction, that tradition 
in the church and publication of the truth which is from the 
Apostles, came to us." — Lib. IlL c, 3, against Heresies. 
In his letter to Victor, then Bishop of Rome, ia reference to 
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the day upon which Easter should be celebrated, he says : 
" Those Presbyters before Soter, who governed the church 
which thou, Victor, now governest — I mean Anicetus, Pius, 
Hygynus, Telesphorus, and Sixtus — they did not observe 
it ; and those Presbyters who preceded you, though they 
did not observe it themselves, yet sent the Eucharist to those 
of other churches who did observe it. And when blessed 
Polycarp in the days of Anicetus came to Rome, he did 
not much persuade Anicetus to observe it, as he (Anicetus) 
declared that the custom of the presbyters who were his 
predecessors should be retained." Now, if we turn to the 
succession of bishops, given by our author in the Appendix 
to his work upon the ministerial commission, we find the 
names of Soter, Anicetus, Pius, Hygynus, Telesphorus, and 
Sixtus ? But all these are called by Irenaeus, Presbyters ; 
and that too after our author declares they had received 
" the Episcopate*^ in the church at Rome. Here, then, is 
evidence incontrovertible that Irenaeus used the titles Bishop 
and Presbyter as convertible terms, applicable to the same 
individuals and office. The Bishops of Irenaus were the 
Bishops of Scripture, viz., Presbyter-Bishops, 

The next Father we shall mention is Tertullian. Of 
him our author says : " A. D. 200, Tertullian, a Presbyter of 
Carthage, writes : * Let them produce the originals of their 
church, and show the order of their Bishops, so running 
down successively from the beginning as that every first 
bishop among them shall have had for his author and prede- 
cessor, some one of the Apostles, or Apostolic men, who 
continued with the Apostles. For, in this manner, the* 
Apostolic churches bring down their registers, as the church 
of Smyrna from Polycarp, placed there by John ; the church 
of Rome from Clement, ordained by Peter ; and so do the 
rest prove their Apostolic origin by exhibiting those who 
were constituted their bishops by the Apostles.' " Here, 
again, we would ask. Who has denied that the Apostles con- 
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stiiuted bishops in the churches ? Yet, this is all the testi- 
mony of TertuUian proves. Certainly it does not prove that 
they were diocesan bishops. It is true, TertuUian speaks of 
bishops as if they were the chief priests, or presbyters 
among the other presbyters, who were to preside in their 
councils and take the pastoral oversight of the churches, 
aided by the other presbyters and deacons ; but never in 
such a manner as to lead the candid mind to suspect that 
they were diocesan bishops ; for, most evidently, every sepa- 
rate church had its bishop, TertuUian, in his writings, 
contends most earnestly against the heretics of his time, and 
one way which he takes to prove them heretics is, to show 
that they have not the succession of faith, which had been 
handed down from the Apostles through the bishops or pas- 
tors of the several churches, who had been appointed by 
them. It is the succession of faith which he deems so vastly 
important ; and he only mentions a succession of persons 
as a means to substantiate the succession of faith. This 
would have appeared from the quotation of our author, if he 
had taken in the whole paragraph. It is as follows : *' But 
if any of the heretics dare to connect themselves with the 
Apostolic age, that they may seem to be derived from the 
Apostles as existing under them, we may say, let them 
therefore declare the origin of their churches. Let them 
exhibit the series of their bishops, so coming down by a con- 
tinued succession from the beginning, as to show their first 
bishop to have had some Apostle, or Apostolical man, for 
his predecessor or ordainer, and who continued in the 
. same faith with the Apostles," &c. Our author, in order 
to carry the idea that TertuUian here refers merely to a dry 
personal succession from the Apostles, omits entirely the 
first clause, in which allusion is made to the heretics ; and 
not only so, but he also leaves out of the very midst of what 
he has quoted, the words — " in the same faith," and 
connects " continued" to " with ;" making the sentence to 



100 TESTIMONY OP THE FATHERS. 

read — " who continued with the Apostles" — instead of, as it 
is in the original, '' who continued in the same faith with 
the Apostles." So opposed are high churchmen to faith 
having any thing to do with their true Apostolic succession. 
But the views of Tertuliian upon this subject will appear 
more evident from the following quotation :" But if the here- 
tics feign to fabricate such a succession, this will not help 
them. For their doctrine itself, compared with the doctrine 
of the Apostles, will, by its own diversity and contrariety, 
pronounce against them, that it had not, as its author, either 
any Apostle or Apostolic men ; for, as there was no differ- 
ence among the Apostles in their doctrine, so neither did 
any Apostolical men teach any thing contrary to them, ex- 
cept those who divided from the Apostles, and preached dif- 
ferently. To this form of trial will appeal be made by those 
churches henceforward daily established; which, though 
they have neither any of the Apostles nor any Apostolical 
men for their founders, yet all agreeing in the same faith, 
and FROM THIS consanguinity of doctrine to be esteemed 
not less Apostolical than the former. Therefore, our 
churches having appealed to both forms of proving them- 
selves Apostolical, let the heretics show some form by which 
they can prove the same. But they cannot show this, for it 
does not exist ; therefore, they are not received into com- 
munion with those churches which are every way Apostoli- 
cal ; for this reason — because of the difference of their 
FAITH, which is, IN NO sense, Apostolical." Again, 
" what, if a bishop, or a deacon, or a widow, or a virgin, 
or a doctor in the church, or a confessor, shall have fallen * 
from the faith ; shall heresy by them obtain the authority of 
truth ? What ! do we prove faith by persons, and not rather 
PERSONS BY FAITH ?" " Who are false prophets, but false 
teachers ? Who are false Apostles, except those who preach 
an adulterated gospel ?" Again, " churches were estab- 
lished in every city by the Apostles, from which the sue- 
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CESSION of FAITH and the seeds of doctrine were derived 
to other churches ; and daily continue to be derived, to give 
them EXISTENCE AS CHURCHES. And, by this process, these 
succeeding churches wifl be esteemed Apostolical, as the off- 
spring of Apostolical churches." Once more : " I am an 
heir of the Apostles. As they have provided for me by will, 
committing the same to the faith, and establishing it as by 
OATH, so I hold it. But they have disinherited i/ou, here- 
tics, and cast you out as aliens and enemies. But whence 
are heretics aliens and enemies to the Apostles? It is by 
OPPOSITION OF DOCTRINE." No individual can read or hear 
these quotations from Tertullian, without perceiving at once 
that, with him, the great desideratum, in order to the exist- 
ence of a TRUE CHURCH, was orthodoxy of faith ; or the em' 
* bracing those distinguishing and evangelical doctrines which 
were preached by the Apostles. He says, expressly, that 
those churches which are not founded by Apostles or Apos- 
tolical men, but yet agree with them " in the same faith,'' 
" are, from this consanguinity of doctrine, to be esteemed 
not less Apostolical than those churches which were founded 
by the Apostles." He says, likewise, it is ** the succession 
OP faith" and ** the seeds of doctrine" which are neces- 
sary to give existence to churches. So likewise it was not 
any want of personal succession, although he affirms they did 
not possess even this, but ** opposition of doctrine," which 
proved heretics to be ** aliens and enemies to the Apostles.^' 
How very different these views of Tertullian from those of 
exclusive personal succession divines, who hold that it is no 
matter how sound in the faith other churches may be, yet, 
if they have not the personal succession, they are not to be 
fellowshipped as churches of Jesus Christ. ! 

That Tertullian was not a jure divino Episcopalian is 
evident from the following quotation : *' The highest priest, 
who is the bishop,, has the right of administering baptism. 
Then, the presbyters and deacons ; yet not without the au- 

5 
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thority of the bishop, because of the honor of the 
CHURCH This being preserved, peace is preserved : 
otherwise, THE right belongs to laymen. However, the 
laity ought e^ecially to sabmit humWy and modestly to the 
discipline or ecclesiastical regulations of the church in these 
matters, and not assume the office of a bishop, seeing their 
superiors, the presbyters and deacons, submit to the same. 
Emulation is the mother of divisions. All things are lawful 
to me, said the most holy Paul, but all things are not ex- 
pedient. Let it suffice that you use your liberty in cases of 
necessity, where the condition of the person, and the circum- 
stances of time and place compel you to it." Who Tertul- 
lian means by the ** highest priest or bishop/^ he informs us 
in his Celebrated Apology : he says, " Approved elders pr 
presbyters preside among us, having received that honor, not 
by money, but by the suffi-ages of their brethren." From all 
of which it would appear, that at the commencement of the 
third century, the period when Tertullian lived and wrote, 
the elders or presbyters of each church, not at all by divine 
appointment, but for the sake of the order and peace of the 
church, chose one of their number to preside among them, 
whom they called their bishop ; and upon ordinary occasions, 
they yielded up to him the administration of ordinances, 
such as baptism, &/C. It would likewise seem to be the 
opinion at least of Tertullian, that by divine right, even lay- 
men might administer these ordinances; but that they should, 
except on very special occasions, for the sake of peace and 
order, follow the example of the presbyters and deacons , and 
leave them to be performed by the president or bishop. The 
idea of this father that laymen or even deacons may adminis- 
ter ordinances, under any circumstances, is, of course, un- 
scriptural ; but it goes to show how very far removed his 
sentiments were from the lofty and exclusive notions of high 
churchmen. It will likewise be perceived by all, that the 
form of government here described bears no analogy to dio- 
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eescm Episcopacy, High churcliraen are welcome to all they 
can get out of this witness. The more closely they question 
him, the more will they be dissatisfied with his testimony. 

The last father whose testimony we shall introduce into 
this discourse, is Clemens Alexandrinus, who flourished at 
the close of the second century. He was presbyter in Alex- 
andria, and a prodigy of learning in his day. He says 
(Paedagog. Lib. I.), " We, who have rule over the churches, 
are shepherds or pastors after the image of the good Shep- 
herd." In Lib. in., speaking of the impropriety of women 
wearing foreign hair, he says, " On whom or what will the 
presbyter impose his hand ? To whom or what will he give 
his blessing ? Not to the woman who is adorned, but to the 
strange locks of hair, and through them to another's head." 
Strom at. Lib. I., "Just so in the church, the presbyters are 
intrusted with the dignified ministry, the deacons with the 
subordinate." It is readily admitted, that this Father once 
speaks of bishops, presbyters, and deacons ; and once he 
inverts the order, and speaks of presbyters, bishops, and 
deacons. But the bishops of Clement were like the bishops 
of Tertuliian, " approved elders or presbyters," elected by 
the brethren to preside among them. That he considered 
bishop and presbyter the same order, is made to appear be- 
yond the semblance of a doubt, from the following singular 
passage, taken from his work entitled Quis dives Salvandus 
sit : " Hear a fable, and yet not a fable, but a true story 
reported of John the Apostle, delivered to us, and kept in 
memory. After the death of the tyrant, when he (John) had 
returned to Ephesus out of the isle of Patmos, being desired, 
he went to the neighboring nations, where he appointed 
bishops, where he set in order whole cities, and where he 
chose, by lot, into the ecclesiastical function, of those who 
had been pointed out by the Spirit as by name. When he 
was come to a certain city, not far distant, the name of 
which some mention, and among other things had refreshed 
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the brethren, beholding a young man of a portly body, a 
gracious countenance, and fervent mind, he looked upon the 
bishop, who was set over all, and said : * I commit this young 
man to thy custody, in presence of this church, and Christ 
bearing me witness.' When he had received the charge, and 
promised the performance of all things relative to it, John 
again urged and made protestation of the same thing, and 
ailerward departed to Ephesus. And the presbyter, taking 
the young man, brought him to his own house, nourished, 
comforted, and cherished him, and at length baptized him." 
Here it is most evident that Clement applies the terms bishop 
and presbyter interchangeably to the same individual and 
office. 

Here closes the testimony of the Fathers for the first two 
hundred and fifty years of the history of the New Testament 
church. We have presented the testimony of all the impor- 
tant witnesses who lived and wrote during this early period, 
and to whom an appeal is made by both sides of this con- 
troversy. It has been our intention and aim to keep nothing 
of importance back upon either side of the question. We 
have labored to give a fair and impartial view of what they 
say upon this subject. And we are entirely willing to leave 
it to the hearer to judge, whether, during the whole of this 
period, he can find any thing in the church that bears the 
least resemblance to diocesan Episcopacy. 



LECTURE VI. 



TESTIMONY OF THE FATHERS— CONTINUED. 

Matt. xv. 9. — "But in vain do they worship me, teaching for 
doctrines the commandments of men.*' 

In the last lecture we entered upon the testimony of the 
Fathers, and brought it down in the history of the church for 
two hundred and fifty years. During that period, we have 
no evidence of the existence of such a thing as prelacy. It 
took its rise about the middle of the third century ; and the 
power of the prelates over the people continued to increase 
until it terminated in the usurped supreme authority of the 
papal chair. It is proposed in the present discourse to attend 
to the testimony of the later fathers, or of those who lived 
and wrote after the first half of the third century. 

The first of these fathers is Cyprian, bishop of Carthage. 
He flourished about the year 250. The quotation made by 
our author from this father is as follows : " From thence, 
through these changes of times and successions, the ordina- 
tion of bishops and the government of the church have de- 
scended, so that the church is built upon the bishops." This 
testimony of Cyprian proves nothing in favor of prelacy, 
unless it can first be shown that the bishops of Cyprian were 
of a distinct order from presbyters, and not aimpiy presbyter 
bishops, who were chosen by the college of presbyters to 
preside over their councils and discharge the duties of presi- 
dent as the^r5^ among equals. It is readily admitted that 
Cyprian is the most lofty in his views upon the authority of 
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the bishops of any of the fathers ; and yet all that can be 
fairly inferred from his writings is, that a bishop in his day 
was a presiding presbyter, and by no means another and 
superior order of the ministry. The following facts will be 
sufficient to show that, with Cyprian, bishop and presbyter 
were of the same order. 

1. He asserts, in so many words, that the presidents or 
bishops of the church alone had the right to baptize. His 
language is, Epist. 73, '^ Whence we understand that it is 
lawful for none but presidents of the church to baptize." But 
no one doubts but that presbyters were allowed to administer 
baptism. 

2. He uses the terms bishop and priest interchangeably, 
as though they referred to the same order. He says, Epist. 
67, " The people should not flatter themselves that they are 
free from fault when they communicate with a sinful priest, 
and give their consent to the presidency of a wicked bishop. 
Wherefore a flock that is obedient to God's commands, and 
fears him, ought to separate from a wicked bishop, and not 
to join in the sacrifices of a sacrilegious priest ; since the 
flock or people have the chief power of choosing worthy 
priests, and refusing unworthy ones, — which, we see, comes 
down to us firom divine authority, that the priest should be 
chosen in the presence of the flock, and in the sight of all ; 
that he may be approved as worthy and fit by the judgment 
and testimony of all." Here it is most evident that bishop 
and priest are used as interchangeable terms, referring to the 
same order of clergy. 

3. During his exile from his flock on account of perse- 
cution, he exhorts his presbyters to perform his duties for 
him in his absence. His words are, " I beseech you accord- 
ing to your faith and religion, that you perform your own 
duties, and also those belonging to me, so that nothing may 
be wanting either in discipline or diligence." Again : " I 
rely upon your love and your religion, which I well know. 
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and by these letters I exhort and commit the charge to you, that 
you, whose presence does not expose you to such peril, would 
discharge my duty, act in my place, and perform all those 
things which the administration of the church requires." If, 
in the opinion of Cyprian, bishops and presbyters were not 
of the same order, so that presbyters had no right to perform 
the duties ^f a bishop,. he never would have exhorted them 
to discharge his duties in .iiis;^ absence. Pray, what would 
be thought of Bishop Delancy, if, during an absence from 
his diocese, he was to write to his presbyters to discharge his 
duties for him ! 

4. Cyprian speaks of the ordination of a bishop, as 
though he was the pastor of a single flock. He says, " This, 
therefore, is to be observed and held as founded on divine 
tradition and Apostolic practice, which is also kept up with 
us, and almost in all provinces, that, in order to the right 
performance of ordination, the neighboring bishops of the 
same province meet with that flock to which the bishop is 
ordained, and that the bishop be chosen in presence of the 
people, who know every one's life, and are acquainted with 
their whole conversation.'' This, certainly, makes out a 
very fair presbyterial ordination. The bishop is ordained 
pastor of a single flock, who make choice of him as their 
pastor, and he is ordained by a presbytery made up of the 
neighboring bishops. Upon the very passage of the testi- 
mony of Cyprian quoted by our author. Dr. Miller remarks : 
** When Cyprian speaks of the church as * being built on 
the bishops,' and of all the acts of the church as being 
managed by them, Episcopalians hastily triumph, as if this 
were decided testimony in their favor. But their triumph is 
premature. Does Cyprian in these passages refer to dioce- 
san or parochial bishops? — to prelates who have the govern- 
ment of a diocese containing a number of congregations 
and their ministers ?— or to pastors of single flocks 1 The 
latter, from the whole strain of his epistles, is evidently his 
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meaning. He nowhere gives the least hint of having more 
than one congregation under his own care. He represents 
his whole church as ordinarily joining together in the cele- 
bration of the eucharist. He declares his resolution to do 
nothing without the council of his elders and the consent of 
his flock. He afiirms that every church, when properly or- 
ganized, consists of a bishop, clergy, and the brotherhood. 
All these representations apply only to parochial, and by no 
means to diocesan Episcopacy. For, if such ofiicers belong 
to every church or organized religious society, then we 
must conclude that, by the clergy of each church, as distin- 
guished from the bishop, is meant those elders who assisted 
the pastor in the discharge of parochial duty. It is well 
known that Cyprian applies the term clergy to all sorts of 
church officers. In his epistles, not only the presbyters or 
elders, but the deacons, subdeacons, readers, and acalyths, 
are all spoken of as belonging to the clergy. The ordina- 
tion of such persons, (for it seems in his time they were all 
formally ordained,) he calls ' ordinationes clericcB,^ and 
the letters he transmitted by them he styles ' litercB clericce.* 
Here, then, you may at once perceive upon which side of 
this question the testimony of Cyprian bears. It goes to 
show that the bishops of his day were parochial, and not 
diocesan bishops.'' 

The next Father cited by our author is Firmilian, bishop 
of Caesarea. From his letter to Cyprian our author quotes 
the following part of a sentence : " The bishops who suc- 
ceeded the Apostles, by a vicarious ordination." Who ever 
denied that bishops succeeded the Apostles? And why 
produce a witness to prove what nobody disputes? The 
question is, Were they diocesan ox presbyter bishops? Fir- 
milian himself declares that the power of baptizing, confirm- 
ing, and ordaining, is vested with the presbyters. He uses 
the following language : " But the other heretics also, if 
they separate from the church, can have no power or grace ; 
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since all power and grace are placed in the church where 
presbyters preside, in whom is vested the power of baptizing 
and imposition of hands and ordination.'* (Epis. to Cyprian, 
75.) Now, if presbyters, in the days of Firmilian, confirmed 
and ordained, certainly his bishops could have been nothing 
more than presbyter bishops. Next our author cites the tes- 
timony of Clarus, a bishop in the council of Carthage, who 
says, ** The will of our Lord Jesus Christ is manifest, who 
sent his Apostles and gave to them alone the power which 
had been given to him by the Father ; whom we have sue 
ceeded, governing the church of the Lord with the same 
power." Any candid hearer will perceive at once that this 
testimony proves nothing upon the subject of the present 
controversy. We all admit that the bishops of the churches 
have succeeded the Apostles ; but the question returns, 
Have they succeeded them as Apostles, or as presbyter 
bishops ? Upon this question, ** this deponent saith notJ* 
His testimony does not bear upon it in the least. Our au- 
thor closes his array of testimony with the following quota- 
tion from Eusebius : " And in the sequel of this history, the 
succession of bishops from the Apostles shall be set down 
in order." And, pray, does this prove any thing to his pur- 
pose ? We shall show, in another place, that this history, 
by Eusebius, of the succession of bishops from the Apostles, 
is, by his own confession, very dark and doubtful. But, 
suppose it was clear as sunlight, it would only prove that 
there was a succession of bishops from the Apostles ; it 
would by no means prove that they were diocesans. 

Thus we have gone through with the witnesses intro- 
duced by our author ; and whenever they have borne testi- 
mony upon the point at issue, that testimony has been in 
our favor. But we have testimony by some of the most 
eminent fathers, which has been entirely omitted by 
our author, and which will probably somewhat surprise 
you, on account of its clear and convincing nature. 

6* 
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The first witness we shall introduce is Jerome, wha lived 
and wrote about the year 380, and who is admitted by all 
parties to have been one of the most learned and eminent of 
the fathers. In his commentary on Titus, he has the follow- 
ing remarkable passage : *' Let us diligently attend to the 
words of the Apostle, saying, * that thou mayest ordain elders 
in every city as I have appointed thee ;' who, discoursing 
in what follows, what sort of presbyter is to be ordained, 
saith, ' if any one be blameless, the husband of one wife,' 
dLC.,' afterwards adds, ' for a bishop must be blameless, as 
the steward of God,' &c. A presbyter, therefore, is the 
same as a bishop ; and before there were, by the deviPs in- 
stinct, parties in religion, and it was said among the people, 
I am of Paul, I of Apollos, and I of Cephas, the churches 
were governed by the common council of presbyters. But 
afterwards, when every one thought that those whom he 
baptized were rather his than Christ's, it was determined, 
through the whole world, that one oi i\ie presbyters should 
be set above the rest, to whom all care of the church should 
belong, that the seeds of schism might be taken away. If 
any suppose that it is merely our opinion and not of the 
Scriptures, that bishop and presbyter are the same, and that 
one is the name of age, the other of office, let him read the 
words of the Apostle to the Philippians, saying, * Paul and 
Timothy, the servants of Jesus Christ, to all the saints in 
Christ Jesus that are at Philippi, with the bishops and dea- 
cons.' Philippi is a city of Macedonia, and certainly in one 
city there could not be more than one bishop, as they are 
now styled ; but, at that time, they called the same men bish- 
ops, whom they called presbyters. Therefore he speaks in- 
differently of bishops as of presbyters. This may seem even 
yet doubtful to some, till it be proved by another testimony. 
It is written in the Acts of the Apostles, that when the 
Apostle came to Miletus, he sent to Ephesus and called the 
presbyters of that church, to whom, among other things, he 
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said, * Take heed to yourselves, and to all the flock over 
whom the Holy Ghost hath made you bishops, to feed the 
church of God, which he hath purchased with his own 
blood/ Here observe, diligently, that calling together the 
presbyters of one city, Ephesus, he afterwards styles the 
same persons bishops. If any will receive that epistle which 
is written in the name of Paul to the Hebrews, there also 
the care of the church is etjually divided among many ; since 
he writes to the people, ' Obey them that have the rule over 
you, and submit yourselves ; for they watch for your souls as 
those that must give an account, that they may do it with joy 
and not with grief, for that is unprofitable for you.' And Peter, 
so called from the firmness of his faith, in his epistle, saith, 
* The presbyters, which are among you I exhort, who am also a 
presbyter, and a witness of the sufferings of Christ, and also a 
partaker of the glory that shall be revealed ; feed the flock 
of God which is among you, not by constraint, but willingly.' 
These things I have written to show that, among the an- 
cients, presbyters and bishops were the same ; but, by lit- 
tle and little, that all the seeds of dissension might be pluck- 
ed up, the whole care was devolved on one. As, therefore, 
the presbyters know that by the custom of the church they 
are subject to him who is their president, so let bishops 
know that they are above presbyters more by the custom of 
the church, than by the true dispensation of Christ ; and that 
they ought to rule the church in common ; imitating Moses, 
who, when he might alone rule the people of Israel, chose 
seventy with whom he might judge the people." Again : 
in his epistle to Evagrius, he uses the following unequivocal 
language : " I hear that a certain person has broken out 
into such folly that he prefers deacons before presbyters, i. e. 
before b^ops ; for, when the Apostle 'clearly teaches that 
presbyters and bishops were the same, who can endure it 
that a minister of tables and widows should proudly exalt 
himself above those, at whose prayers the body and blo^i 
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of Christ is made ! Do you seek for authority ? Hear 
that testimony: *Paul and Timothy, servants of Jesus 
Christ, to all the saints in Christ Jesus which are at Philippi, 
with the bishops and deacons.' Would you have another 
example ? In the Acts of the Apostles, Paul speaks thus to 
the priests of one church : ' Take heed to yourselves, and to 
all the flock over which the Holy Ghost hath made you bish- 
ops ; that you govern the church which he hath purchased 
with his blood.' And, lest any should contend about there 
being a plurality of bishops in one church, hear also another 
testimony, by which it may most manifestly be proved that 
•a bishop and a presbyter are the same : * For this cause left 
I thee in Crete ; that thou shouldest set in order the things 
that are wanting, and ordain presbyters in every city, as I" 
have appointed thee, if any be blameless. For a bishop must 
be blameless as the steward of God ;' and to Timothy, * Ne- 
glect not the gift that is in thee, which was given there by 
prophecy, by the laying on of hands of the presbytery.' And 
Peter also, in his first epistle, saith, * The presbyters which 
are among you I exhort, who am also a presbyter, and a 
witness of the sufferings of Christ, and also a partaker of the 
glory that shall be revealed, to rule the flock of Christ, and 
to inspect it, not of constraint, but willingly, according to 
God;' which is more significantly expressed in. the Greek 
tmunonovvxig, i. e., superintending it; whence the name of 
bishop is drawn. Does the testimony of such men appear small 
to thee ? Let the evangelical trumpet sound ; the son of 
thunder, whom Jesus Christ loved much, who drank the 
streams of doctrine fi^om our Saviour's breast : * The Pres- 
byter to the elect Lady and her children, whom I love in the 
truth.' And in another epistle, * The Presbyter to the be- 
loved Gains, whom I love in the truth.' But throne was 
afterwards chosen who should be set above the rest, was 
done as a remedy against schism ; lest every one, drawing 
the church of Christ to himself, should break it in pieces. 
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For at Alexandria, from Mark the Evangelist to Heracles 
and Dionysius the bishops thereof, the presbyters always 
named one, chosen from among them and placed in a higher 
degree — Bishop: as if an army should choose an empe- 
ror, or the deacons should choose one of themselves, whom 
they knew to be most diligent, and call him Arch-Deacon." 
Once more, in this epistle he says, " Presbyter and Bishop — 
the one is the name of age, the other of dignity. Whence, 
in the epistles to Timothy and Titus, there is mention made 
of the ordination of bishops and deacons, but not of pres- 
byters, because the presbyter is included in the bishop." 
i This testimony of Jerome is so plain as to need no com- 

ment. He expressly affirms and proves, by a labored argu- 
ment, that in the days of the Apostles presbyter and bishop 
iwere the same — that the appointment of one presbyter to 
preside over the rest, grew out of the circumstances of the 
\. church ; and that the authority of bishops, as distinguished 

I from that of presbyters, came in "little by little," or by 

I degrees. Augustine, bishop of Hippo, in an epistle to Jerome, 

I holds the following language upon this subject: "I entreat 

I you to correct me faithfully when you see I need it ; for al- 

'. though, according to the names of honor which the cw5- 

I torn of the church has now brought into use, the office of bish- 

\ op is greater than that of presbyter, nevertheless, in many 

respects Augustine is inferior to Jerome." Bishop Jewell, 
in his " Defence of his Apology for the Church of England," 
quotes this passage from Augustine to prove the original 
i identity of presbyter and bishop, and translates it as follows : 

(, "The office of bishop is above the office of priest, not by 

,. authority of the Scriptures, but after the names of honor which 

the custom of the church hath now attained." Hilary, or 
'; Ambrose, as he is sometimes called, who wrote in 376, in 

I ■ his commentary upon Ephesians, iv. 2, says : " After that 

I churches were planted in all places and officers ordained, 

matters were settled otherwise than they were in the begin* 
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ning. And hence it is that the Apostles' writings do not 
in all things agree to the present constitution of the church: 
because they were written under the first rise of the church, 
he calls Timothy, who was created a presbyter by him, a 
bishop ; for so at first the presbyters were called. Among 
whom this was the course of governing churches ; that, as 
one withdrew, another took his place ; and in Egypt, even 
at this day, presbyters ordain in the bishop's absence ; but 
because the following presbyters began to be found un- 
worthy to hold the first place, themcthod was changed — the 
council providing that not order^ but merit, should create a 
bishop." From this remarkable passage we learn, 

1. That in the Apostles' days there was no difference be- 
tween bishop and presbyter. 

2. That, in the days of Ambrose, this difference did not 
consist in any distinction of order, but the presbyter who 
was considered the most meritorious was appointed to pre- 
side over the rest. 

3. That this was done, not by divine authority, but by 
an ordinance or appointment of the council. This father 
says expressly, " Because the following presbyters began to 
be found unworthy to hold the first place, the method was 
changed — the council providitig that not order, but merit, 
should create a bishop.'* Chrysostom, who wrote about the 
year 398, says : "The Apostles having discoursed concern- 
ing bishops and described them, declaring what they ought 
to be, and from what they ought to abstain, omitting the 
order of presbyters, descends to the deacons. And why so, 
but because between bishop and presbyter there is scarcely 
any difference ; and to them is committed both the instruc" 
tions and presidency of the church ; and whatever he said 
of bishops, agrees also to presbyters. In ordination alone, 
they have gone beyond presbyters ; and of this tJiey seem to 

have DEFRAUDED THEM.'' 
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Were it necessary, we might add testimony of the same 
kind to any extent ; but enough has been already produced 
to show conclusively that the testimony of the Fathers is 
very far from aiding the cause of prelacy. The great won- 
der is, that churchmen 'should appeal with so much confi- 
dence and triumph to the fathers, when they can find so 
little in their writings in their favor, and so much positively 
against them. No individual can give the writings of the 
Fathers an impartial perusal without being convinced that 
clerical parity was the doctrine taught by Christ and his 
Apostles, and that this parity existed for many years in the 
New Testament church. When we. come to lecture upon 
the rise of Episcopacy in the church, we shall have occasion 
to mention certain facts which will go very much to 
strengthen this position. We here close the testimony of 
the Fathers, and therewith our present discourse. 



LECTURE VII. 



TESTIMONY OF EPISCOPALIANS IN OUR FAVOR 

Luke xix. 22.—" Out of thine own mouth will I condemn thee." 

We propose this evening to deliver a brief lecture upon 
the testimony of Episcopalians in our favor. It will be 
easy to show that many of the most learned and eminent 
Episcopal divines have been entirely opposed to those exclu- 
sive doctrines, against which we are at present contending. 
We will commence with what Dr. Willet, an eminent divine 
of the church of England, in the reign of Queen Elizabeth, 
says of the three opinions which existed in his day, upon the 
subject of the present controversy. He says, " Of the dif- 
ference between bishops and priests, there are three opin- 
ions: the first, of Aerius, who did hold that all ministers 
should be equal, and that a bishop was not, neither ought 
to be, superior to a priest. The second opinion is the other 
extreme of the Papists, who would have not only a differ- 
ence, but a princely pre-eminence of their bishops over the 
clergy, and that hy the word of God. And they urge it to 
be so necessary, that they are no true churches which receive 
not their pontifical hierarchy. The third opinion is be- 
tween both ; that, although the distinction of bishops and 
priests, as it is now received, cannot he proved out of Scrip- 
turcy yet it is very necessary for the policy of the church, to 
avoid schisms and to preserve it in unity. Of this judg- 
ment Bishop Jewell against Harding showeth both Chrysos- 
tom, Ambrose, and Jerome, to have been. Jerome thus 
writeth : ' The Apostle teacheth evidently that bishop and 
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priest were the same ; but that one was afterwards chosen 
to be set over the rest, as a remedy against schism.' To 
this opinion of Jerome subscribeth Bishop Jewell and 
another most reverend prelate of our church, Archbishop 
Whitgift." The opinion of Bishop Jewell, in his work 
against Harding, which is referred to in the foregoing quo- 
tation, is given by that learned prelate in the following une- 
quivocal language (Defence, &/C., against Harding, page 
248) : " But what meant Mr. Harding, to come here with 
the difference between priests and bishops? Thinketh he 
that priests and bishops hold only by tradition ? or is it so 
horrible a heresy as he maketh it, to say that, by the Scrip- 
tures of God, a bishop and 2l priest are all one ? or knoweth 
he how far, and to whom, he reacheth the name of an here- 
tic ? Verily, Chrysostom saith, ' Inter Episcopum et Pres- . 
byterum interest fere nihil ;' i. e., * between a bishop and a 
priest there is in a manner no difference.' St. Jerome saith 
somewhat in a rougher sort, * Audio quendam in tantam 
eripuisse recordium, ut diaconos Presbyter is id est, Episco- 
pis ante ferrit cum Apostolus perspicue doceat eosdem esse 
Presbyteros quos Episcopos ;' i. e., * I hear say there is one be- 
come so peevish, that he setteth deacons before priests ; 
that is to say, bishops ; whereas the Apostle plainly teacheth 
us that priests and bishops be all one.' St. Augustine also 
saith, * Quid est Episcopus, nisi primus presbyter, hoc est 
summus sacerdos !' * What is a bishop but the first priest ; 
that is to say, the highest priest V So saith St. Ambrose : 
' Episcopi et Presbyteri una ordinatio est — uterque, enim, 
sacerdos est — sed Episcopus primus est;' i. e , * there is but 
one consecration of priest and bishop ; for, both of them are 
priests, but the bishop is the first.' All these and other 
more holy Fathers, together with St. Paul the Apostle, for 
thus saying, by Mr. Harding's advice, must be holden for 
heretics." It is worthy of remark, that this work of Bishop 
Jewell was published to the world as containing the doc- 
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trine of the church of England. It was ordered to be sus- 
pended, by a chain, in all the churches in the kingdom, and 
to be publicly read as a theological standard. 

Bishop Burnet, in his History of the Reformation, has pub- 
lished a very interesting document of those times, called, ' a 
declaration made of the functions and divine institutions of 
bishops and priests,' from which we make the following ex- 
tracts*^ ** That this office, this power, this authority, was 
committed and given by Christ and his Apostles unto cer- 
tain persons only — that is to say, unto priests or bishops, 
whom they did elect, call, and admit thereunto, by their 
prayer and imposition of their hands." Again : " And 
surely this is the whole virtue and efficacy, and the cause 
also of the institution of this sacrament, as it is found in the 
New Testament; for, albeit, the holy fathers of the church 
which succeeded the Apostles, minding to beautify and or- 
nate the church of Christ with all those things which were 
commendable in the temple of the Jews, did devise, not only 
certain other ceremonies than before rehearsed, as tonsures, 
rasures, unctions, and such other observances to be used in 
the administration of the said sacraments, but did also insti- 
tute certain inferior orders or degrees — janitors, lictors, ex- 
orcists, acolits, and sub-deacons, and deputed to every one 
of those certain offices to execute in the church : wherein 
they followed undoubtedly the example and rites used in the 
Old Testament. Yet the truth is, that in the New Tes- 
tament there is no mention made of any degrees or distino 
tions in orders, but only of deacons or ministers and of 
PRIESTS or BISHOPS ; nor is there any word spoken of any 
other ceremony used in the confirming of this sacrament, 
but only of prayer and the imposition of the bishop's hands." 
This document is signed by Thomas Cromwell, the king's 
vicar-general ; T. Cranmer, archbishop of Canterbury ; 
Edward, archbishop of York ; John, bishop of London ; 
Cuthbert, bishop of Durham ; John, bishop of Lincoln ; 
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John, bishop of Bath ; Thomas, bishop of Ely ; John, bishop 
of Bangor ; Nicholas, bishop of Salisbury ; Edward, bishop 
of Hereford ; Hugo, bishop of Worcester ; John, bishop of 
Rochester ; Richard, bishop of Chichester ; and others too 
numerous to mention. Bishop Burnet, speaking of this 
document, among others, says : '* In this writing, bishops 
and priests are spoken of as one and the same office. It had 
been the common style of that age to reckon bishops and 
priests as the same office." To this testimony Bishop Bur- 
net adds his own. He says expressly : " I acknowledge 
bishop and presbyter to be one and the same office, and so 
plead for no new office-bearer in the church." The learned 
Episcopal historian. Dr. Warner, asserts that ** Archbishop 
Bancroft was the first man in the church of England who 
preached up the divine right of Episcopacy J* This state- 
ment has been corroborated by many other Episcopal wri- 
; ters. Even Bishop White of Pennsylvania quotes this pas- 

I sage from Warner, to show that the doctrine of divine right 

I was never embraced by the great body of the most eminent 

I divines of the church of England. This Archbishop Ban- 

croft, in a sermon which he preached on a public occasion 
in 1588, endeavored to maintain '' that the bishops of Eng- 
land were a distinct order from priests, and had superiority 
over them by divine right, and directly from God, and that 
the denial of it was heresy." This sermon occasioned much 
excitement, and gave great offence. Dr. Raignolds, who 
was then professor of divinity in the University of Oxford, 
being written to by a friend for his opinion on the subject, 
returned the following reply : " Of the two opinions which 
your honor mentions in the sermon of Dr. J5ancroft, the 
first is that which asserts the superiority which the prelates 
among us have over the clergy to be a divine institution. 
He does not, indeed, assert this in express terms ; but he 
does by necessary consequence; in which he affirms the 
opinion of those who oppose that superiority to be a heresy ; 
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in which, in my judgment, he has committed an oversight ; 
and I believe he himself will acknowledge it, if duly admon- 
ished concerning it. All that have labored in reforming 
the church for five hundred years past, have taught that all 
pastors, be they entitled bishops or priests, have equal au- 
thority and power by God's word : as, first, the Waldenses ; 
next, Marsilius Petavius ; then Wickliff and his disciples ; 
afterwards, Huss and the Hussites ; and, last of all, Luther, 
Calvin, Brentius, Bullinger, and Musculus. Among our- 
selves, we have bishops, the queen's professors of divinity 
in our universities, and other learned men, as Bradford, 
Lambert, Jewell, Pilkington, Humphrey, Fulke; who all 
agree in this matter, and so do all divines beyond sea that 
I ever read, and doubtless many more whom I never read. 
But why do I speak of particular persons ? It is the com- 
mon judgment of the reformed churches of Helvetia, Savoy, 
France, Scotland, Germany, Hungary, the low countries, and 
our own — (the Church of England.) Wherefore, sure Dr. 
Bancroft will certainly never pretend that an heresy, con- 
demned by the consent of the whole church in its most 
flourishing times, was yet accounted a sound and Christian 
doctrine by all these I have mentioned. I hope that he 
will acknowledge that he, was mistaken, when he asserted 
the superiority which bishops have among us over the 
clergy, to be God's own ordinance." " Professor Raig- 
nolds," says Dr. Miller, " was acknowledged by all his con- 
temporaries to be a prodigy of learning. Bishop Hall used 
to say that ' his memory and reading were nearly a miracle.' 
He was particularly conversant with the fathers and early 
historians ; w^ a critic in the languages ; was celebrated 
for his wit ; and so eminent for piety and sanctity of life 
that Crackenthorp said of him that, to name Raignolds 
was to commend virtue itself." 

The learned Dr. Whitaker, who was professor of divinity 
in the University of Cambridge, in writing against Campion 
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the Jesuit, uses the following language : '' Whereas you 
assert, with many words, that bishop and presbyter are 
diverse ; if you will retain the character of a modest divine, 
you must not so confidently affirm that which all men see to 
be so evidently false. For what is so well known as this 
which you acknowledge not? Jerome plainly writeth, that 
elders and bishops are the same, and confirmeth it by many 
places of Scripture." This same eminent Episcopalian in 
writing against Bellarmine says, " From 2 Timothy i. 6, 
we understand that Timothy had hands laid on him hy pres- 
hyters, who at that time governed the church in common 
counciV Bishop Croft, in his work entitled ** Naked 
Truth," has the following passage : " The Scripture no- 
where expresses any distinction of order among the elders ; 
we find there but two orders mentioned, bishops and deacons. 
The Scripture distinguisheth not the order of bishops and 
priests ; for them we find but one kind of ordination, then 
certainly but one order ; for two distinct orders cannot be 
conferred in the instant by the same words, by the same 
actions." The Rev. Mr. Gisborne, who was a distinguish- 
ed and popular writer of the church of England, in a work of 
his entitled, "Survey of the Christian Religion," expresses 
himself upon this subject in the following manner: "If 
Christ and his Apostles enjoined the uniform adoption of 
Episcopacy, . the question is decided. Did Christ then, or 
his disciples, deliver or indirectly convey such an injunc- 
tion ? This topic has been greatly controverted. The fact 
appears to be this : that the Saviour did not pronounce upon 
the subject; that the Apostles uniformly established a 
bishop in every district, as soon as the church in that dis- 
trict became numerous ; and this clearly evinced their 
judgment as to the form of ecclesiastical government most 
advantageous, at least in those days, to Christianity ; but 
that they left no command which rendered Episcopacy uni- 
versally indispensable in future times, if other forms should 
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evidently promise, through local opinions and circumstances, 
greater benefit to religion. Such is the general sentiment of 
the present church of England on this subject,^' Hear what 
Lord George Digby, a distinguished English nobleman, in 
a letter to a friend, says : " He who would reduce the church 
now, to the form of government in the most primitive times, 
would not take, in my opinion, the best or wisest course ; I 
am sure not the safest ; for he would be found pecking to- 
wards the presbytery of Scotland, which, for my part, I be- 
lieve, in point of government, hath a greater resemblance 
than either yours or ours to the first age." Sir Peter King, 
Lord Chancellor of England, in a very labored work, enti- 
tled "An inquiry into the constitution, discipline, unity, 
and worship of the primitive church, that flourished within 
the first 300 years after Christ," undertakes to show, " That 
a presbyter in the primitive church meant a person in holy 
orders, having thereby an inherent right to perform the 
whole office of a bishop, and differing from a bishop in 
nothing but in having no parish or pastoral charge : that 
presbyters, in those times of primitive purity, were called by 
the same titles, and were of the same specific order with 
bishops ; that they ruled in those churches to which they be- 
longed ; that they presided in church consistories with the 
bishops ; that they had the power of excommunication and of 
restoring penitents; that they confirmed; that there are 
clearer proofs of presbyters ordaining, than of their adminis- 
tering the Lord's supper." He likewise maintains that 
Christ and his Apostles instituted but two orders of church 
ofiicers — bishops and deacons: "And," says he, "if they 
ordained but two, I think no one had ever a commission to 
add a third, or to split one into two, as must be done if we 
separate the order of presbyters from the order of bishops J ^ 
The opinion of Archbish(^ Whately, the present primate 
of Ireland, has been given in a previous lecture. Those who 
heard it will recollect that it is entirely in our favor. Be- 
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sides these testimonies of eminent Episcopalians, (which 
might be extended to any length,) we have with us the opin- 
ions of some eminent Papists. Cassander, a distinguished 
Catholic divine, in his book of Consultations, has the fol- 
lowing passage : " Whether Episcopacy is to be accounted 
an ecclesiastical order distinct from presbytery, is a question 
much debated between theologues and canonists; but in 
this one particular all parties agree : That, in the Apostle^ 
days, there was no difference between a bishop and a pres^ 
byter : but afterwards, for the avoiding of schism, the 
bishop was placed before the presbyter, to whom the power 
o/ ordination was granted, that so peace might be continued 
in ^ church,^' In the canon law we find the following con- 
clusive passage : " Bishop and presbyter were the same in 
the primitive church ; presbyter being the name of the per- 
son's age, and bishop of his office. But, there being many 
of those in ev^ry church, they determined among them- 
selves, for the preventing of schism, that one should be 
elected by themselves to be set over the rest, and the person 
so elected they called bishop, for distinction's sake; the 
rest were called presbyters ; und, in process of time, their 
reverence for these titular bishops so increased, that they 
, began to obey them, as children do a father." 

We come now, in the last place, to the testimony of 
Bishop White, concerning the import of which we have 
been so positively contradicted by our author. In a previous 
discourse, we asserted that Bishop White was not a jure 
divino Episcopalian ; or, that he did not hold that Christ and 
his Apostles enjoined upon their followers the Episcopal form 
of government, so as to make it binding upon all men in 
all ages, in such a sense, that without this form of govern- 
ment, there can be no true church. In this our author de- 
clares us mistaken, and attempts to sustain his declaration 
by quotations from the writings of Bishop White. In set- 
tling this question, we will first give quotations from the 
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writings of Bishop White, which we ^hink folly sustain us 
in our opinion of his views, and then notice the quotations 
of our author. 

From a pamphlet published by Bishop White in 
Philadelphia in 1782, entitled, " The case of the Episcopal 
Church in the United States considered," we take the fol- 
lowing extracts : "In the early ages of the church, it was 
customary to debate and determine in a general concourse 
of all Christians in the same city : among whom the bishop 
was no more than president J^ Again : *' This is founded 
upon the presumption, that the worship of God and the 
reformation of the people are the principal objects of ec- 
clesiastical discipline; if so, to relinquish them fro^ a 
scrupulous adherence to Episcopacy , is sacrijicing tfie sub' 
stance to the ceremony." Again : *' Are the acknowledged 
ordinances of Christ's holy religion to be suspended for 
years, out of delicacy to a disputed point, and that relating 
only to externals ?" After laying down, as he says ** con- 
cisely, but as is believed impartially," the doctrine of 
Apostolic succession, he asks : *' Can any reasonable rule 
of construction make this amount to more than ancient 
Apostolic practice ? ThaC the Apostles employed any par- 
ticular form, affords a presumption of its being the best, all 
circumstances at that tiine considered; but to make it 
unalterably binding, it must be shown enjoined in positive 
precept," He quotes with approbation Bishop Hoadley, 
who denies '*the divine appointment of three orders." 
Now add to these the quotation made from this paper in a 
previous lecture, and not a doubt can remain in any un- 
prejudiced mind as to what were the opinions of Bishop 
White upon this subject. This quotation runs as follows : 
"Now, if even those who hold Episcopacy to be of divine 
right conceive the obligation of it not to be binding when 
that idea would be destructive of public worship ; much 
more must they think so, who indeed venerate and prefer 
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that focm aa the most ancient and eligible, but without cau^ 
idea of divine right in the case. This the author believes 
to be the sentiment of the great body of £piscq>alians in 
America ; in which respect they have in their favor, un- 
questionably, the sense of the church of England ; and, as 
he believes, the opinions of her most distinguished prelates 
for piety, learning, and abilities." What could be more 
conclusive than these quotations, to show, not only what 
was the generally received opinion of the Episcopal church 
at that time, but also that Bishop White did not believe 
in the divine right of Episcopacy ? In an Episcopal charge 
of Bishop White's, delivered in 1834, he says : ** There is 
not perceived the necessity of carrying it (the Episcopal 
system) to the extreme of denouncing all communions 
destitute of Episcopacy, as departing from the essentials of 
the Christian faith, and as aliens from the covenants of 
promise." In a letter to Bishop Hobart, dated Dec. 1830, 
he says: " In regard to Episcopacy, I think that it should be 
sustained as the government of the church from the time 
of the Apostles ; but without criminating the ministry of 
other churches y as is the case toith the church of England,'* 
To this array of testimony, gathered from the writings of 
Bishop White, our author, in his second anonymous pam- 
phlet, opposes two extracts from Bishop White on the cate- 
chism. The first is taken from his seventh Lecture ; " in 
which," says our author, " after a few preliminary remarks, 
he says he designs 'to establish the three following positions 
concerning the ministry of the Christian church : 

" ' 1. It is of divine institution. 

" * 2. In every local church,, it is, of right, independent 
of all foreign authority and jurisdiction. 

" ' 3. As instituted by Jesus Christ and his Apostles, it 
includes the three orders of bishops, priests, and deacons.' *' 
Eyery individual must perceive that the two first propo- 
sitions have nothing to do with the present subject. We 

6 
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believe as firmly as does Bishop White, or any other dio- 
cesan bishop, that the gospel ministry is of divine institution. 
So, likewise, do we believe that, in every local church, it is, of 
right, independent of all foreign authority and jurisdiction. 
In regard to the third proposition, we would say that we 
never denied but that Bishop White believed the three 
orders of the ministry to be of Apostolic institution. But 
he makes a distinction between ' Apostolic institution ' and 
an ^Apostolic appointment,' in such a sense as to make 
these separate orders binding upon the church in all times 
and under all circumstances, so that without them all it 
becomes no church. In the pamphlet above referred to, 
after unfolding what he considered the true doctrine of 
Apostolic succession, he asks, as stated above, '' Can any 
reasonable rule of construction make this amount to more 
than ancient and Apostolic practice ? That the Apostles 
employed any particular form, affords a presumption of its 
being the best, all circumstances at that time considered: 
but, to make it unalterably binding, it must be shown to be 
enjoined in positive preceptJ* So that our author, if he 
would prove that Bishop White held that the three orders of 
the ministry were Jwrc divino, in such a sense as to be unal- 
terably binding, must show, not only that he held them to 
have been ^^ instituted by Christ and his Apostles, '^ but' 
also to have been enjoined, in ** positive precept^' upon 
the church. This we believe he cannot do. And these 
remarks entirely do away the force of his second quotation,, 
which consists of a part of a sentence, as follows : " While 
we contend for this order, on the ground of divine institu- 
tion,'* &/C. Bishop White did contend for the order of 
bishops on the ground of divine institution, but he never 
pretended that this order was ** enjoined'' in positive precept, 
and therefore '^ unalterably binding'^ Concerning deacons, 
we kpow Bish(^ White held that they were not i^pointed 
by thie Aposjtles to preach ; for, \x\ a letter to Bishop Hobar^, 
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to which reference has already been made, he thus expresses 
himself: ** But can it be imagined that an order instituted 
for the purpose of serving tables should, in the very infancy 
of its existence, have the office of the higher order of the 
ministry committed to them ? I do not deny, either the 
right or the prudence of allowing, what has been subse- 
quently allowed, to this lowest order of the clergy. All I 
contend for is, that, at the first institution of the order, 
there could have been no difference between them and lay- 
men in regard to the preaching of the word and the admin- 
istering of the sacraments." Here we find Bishop White, 
in a letter to Bishop Hobart, giving it as his opinion that 
deacons, under the Apostolic appointment, had no more 
power to preach and baptize than laymen. Afler this full 
expose of Bishop White's opinions upon the subject under 
discussion, as drawn from his published writings, if any 
individual is still of ihe belief that he was a jure divino ex- 
clusive Episcopalian, he is welcome to all the consolation he 
can derive from such an opinion. 

In conclusion, we remark that, whether we appeal to the 
fathers, or to bishops, and doctors, and divinity professors 
in the Episcopal church, we find an overwhelming amount 
of testimony in our favor. We are entirely willing to form 
our opinion of Episcopacy from the concessions of eminent 
Episcopalians. We will judge them out of their own mouths , 
and are sure that the judgment will be in favor of clerical 
parity. 
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THE RISE OF PRELACY. 

2 Thess. ii. 7, 8. — " For the mystery of iniquity doth already 
work : only, he who now letteth, will let, until he be taken out of 
the way. And then shall that Wicked be revealed, whom the Lord 
shall consume with the spirit of hia mouth, and shall destroy with - 
t|ie brightness of his coming.*' 

It would seem, from this passage and the preceding con- 
text, that some of the members of the Thessalonian church 
were in danger of imbibing the false and injurious senti- 
ment that the second coming of the Lord Jesus Christ was 
at hand. Against such an opinion the Apostle warns them, 
and foretells that, before Christ should come, there would 
be a general defection in the church, and that man of 
sin and son of perdition would be revealed. He declares 
that, even at that early period, he perceived a spirit at work 
in the church which he terms, ** the mystery of iniquity ;^* 
and which would immediately result in the introduction of 
** that wicked one," were it not for a certain great and pro- 
minent obstacle which prevented ; but that, when that ob- 
stacle should be removed, he should be revealed. It is 
agreed by our best commentators that the man of sin here 
spoken of is the Papal power ; that the mystery of iniquity^ 
spoken of by the Apostle as tending to a priestly domination 
which would finally result in the unlimited power of the 
universal bisJiop, was that lofly ambition and thirst for 
power which had already made its appearance among the 
members of the infant New Testament church. This was 
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the very spirit which led the Apostles to contend ainong 
themselves which should be the greatest, and it was thin 
spirit which divided the churches into different parties, 
claintiing adherence to differen teminent Christian teachers. 
Some said, I am of Paul ; others, I am of Apollos ; others 
still, I am of Christ. This spirit the Apostle had occasion 
to rebuke most severely ; but, with all his efforts, he fonnd 
it impossible to eradicate it from the churches, and he had 
sufficient foresight to perceive, that, whenever the impedi- 
ment interposed by the Roman e^mpire was removed ; 
whenever the church should cease to be persecuted and 
downtrodden by a pagan secular despotism, this ambitioisrs, 
grasping spirit would unfold itself to such an extent that the 
clergy would become spiritual and temporal prints ; tind 
finally, that there would be established a universal and 
absolute church and state despotism, which should lodge 
aU power with one individual. The correctness ^f this prb* 
diction was most fully sustained by the afletr hn^tbry 6f the 
Church. 

The early churches, as they were institnted by the Apbs- 
ties, were exceedingly simple and unostentatious in their 
form of government. There were ordained in every church 
bishops and deacons. These primitive bi^ops were simple 
elders or presbyters, who had the instruction and govern- 
ment of the church committed to them. The deacons were 
mere servants of tables ; they were appointed for no other 
purpose than to care for the poor and attend to the temporals 
of the church. The bench of elders was divided into two 
classes ; those who preached as well as ruled, and thos^ 
who gave themselves entirely to ruling. These elders werer 
of the same order, vested with the same authority, and acted 
as co-presbyters or bishops in the same church. They 
were sometimes called elders or presbyters, and sometimes 
bishops. Those terms were, at that early period, applied 
to the same persons, and used to designate the «ame office. 
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The one referring to their age or influence, and the other 
to their duties as overseers in the church. The church at 
this period, as Jerome and other fathers declare, *' was 
governed by the common council of presbyters." When 
these presbyters came together for the transaction of busi- 
ness, it became necessary that they should have a moderator 
or president ; and they probably appointed one of the oldest 
and most influential of their number to act in that capacity. 
This appointment was undoubtedly first made as often as 
they convened, the presbytery selecting different persons at 
different times to act as their president. But it was soon 
found more convenient to elect their presiding officer for a 
longer period ; and they finally concluded to make their 
most venerated presbyter moderator for life. But this pri- 
ority or presidentship only existed during the continuance 
of the meeting. When they adjourned or dissolved the 
president was, in no sense, above his co-presbyters. Thus 
the churches were governed for many years ; but, in pro- 
cess of time, emulation and strife arose among the presby- 
ters—each one endeavoring to gain an ascendency over 
the rest, and attempting to draw off those members of the 
c)iurch who, owing to circumstances, were particularly 
attached to them, into separate parties. To allay this diffi- 
culty and heal these divisions, it was concluded to take the 
most influential and tried presbyter, and make him the sole 
pastor of the church, with the title of bishop or overseer, 
who was to administer the ordinaiices, and, in connection 
with his presbytery, the government of the church. This 
is exactly the history, as given by Jerome, of the origin of 
parochial bishops ; and these are the only bishops known in 
the church for the first 250 or 300 years. Jerome says : 
'* Before there were, by the deviPs instinct, parties in reli- 
gion, and it was said among the people, I am of Paul, I of 
Appllos, and I of Cephas, the churches were governed by 
the common council of presbyters. But afterwards, when 
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every one thought that those whom he baptized were rather 
his than Christ's, it was determined through the whole •world, 
that one of the presbyters should be set above the rest, to 
whom all care of the churches should belong, that the seeds 
of schism might be taken away." These bishops or pas- 
tors were appointed over every particular church ; so that 
they were parish ministers instead of diocesans. This has 
been abundantly shown in previous lectures ; but perhaps it 
may be well, in this place, to add a few facts which go far- 
ther to illustrate this point. 

The first that we mention is, that, as -late as the fourth 
century, the charge of a bishop y was called a parish, and 
not a DIOCESE.* Bishop Hobart, in his '* Apology for Aposto- 
lic orders and its advocates," admits (page 121) that, '' in 

* It is a fact worthy of notice, that the word Diocese was first used 
by Constantine, to designate the larger civil divisions of the Roman 
Empire : it was borrowed by the church from the state, as late as 
the fourth century: 

Lawrence Echard, Archdeacon of Lincoln, an Episcopalian " dyed 
in thetDool,** in his Roman History, (Vol. II. b. 2, c. 7,) speaking of 
Constantine, says : " He also new-modelled the empire, dividing it 
into four quarters, over which were four principal governors, called 
Praetorian Prffifects. These contained fourteen dioceses, each gov- 
erned by a Vicariits, or Lieutenant, under the Prsefects, residing at 
the metropolis of the diocese ; and the dioceses were divided into 
120 provinces, each ruled by a president residing at the chief city of 
the province." Gibbon, in his "Decline and Fall of the Roman 
Empire" (i. 345), informs us that " the civil government of the empire 
was distributed into thirteen great Dioceses, each of which equalled 
the just measure of a powerful kingdom." The Episcopal Bingham 
in his ** Christian Antiquities," (B. IX. c. 1, sec. 3,) says, that "a 
province was the cities of a whole region subjected to the authority 
of one chief magistrate ;" a diocese was still a larger district, con- 
taining several provinces within the compass of it. The division 
into dioceses began only about the time of Constantine. In sec. 4, 
he adds : " The church took her model, in setting up metropolitical 
and patriarchal power, from this plan of the state." 
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the early ages of Christianity, a bishop may have been 
9ometiines placed in a city or vrllhge where ther^ was btit 
one congregation of Christians." Again (page 122) : " The 
charge of a bishop is now called a diocese and that of a pres- 
byter a parish ; but, to the fourth century, the common name 
of an Episcopal diocese was naQOiMa — answering nearly to 
the English word " parish " This fact is so clearly sustained 
by the early history of the church, that even Ai^A church 
Episcopalians cannot dispute it. And, pray, how shall we ac- 
count for this change in the name of a bishop's charge, if 
there was not a corresponding change in the thing itself? 
The plain matter of fact is, that, previous to the fourth cen- 
tury, a bishop's charge was called a parish because bishops 
themselves were nothing more than parish pastors. After 
that period, diocesan Episcopacy became rife in the churches, 
and the name was changed from a parisX to a diocese. 

The second fact we shall mention, as going to prove 
that the primitive bishops were parish pastors, having usually 
but one church under their spiritual supervision, is, the eiistt>in 
which then prevailed for the fiock over which the hishbp was 
to beplctced, to meet together for the purpose of chosoing Aim, 
and the ordination of the individual thus elected always tah^ 
ing place in their presence. Not only does Cyprian and 
other ancient fathers bear testimony to this practice, but 
the historian Eusebius, in giving an account of the election 
of Fabianus as bishop in Rome upon the death of Anterus, 
says : " All the people met together in the church to choose 
a successor, proposing several illustrious and eminent per- 
sonages as fit for that office, whilst no one so much as thought 
of Fabianus, then present, till a dove miraculously cam6 
and set upon his head, in the siame manner as the Holy 
Ghost formerly descended on our Saviour. And then all 
the people, guided as it were by one divine spirit, cried out 
with one mind and soul^ that Fabianus was worthy of the 
bishoprick: and so, ^ra^ht way taking him, they placed him on 



TB£ RISE OF PfiEXACr* 1S8 

the Episcopal thT<Hie." The very existence of 'saoh rules to 
goverh the election of their biBhops, proves conclusively 
thai they were only parish pastors. Their adoption would 
be impracticable in a diocese. Hence, they were entirely 
laid aside when diocesan Episcopacy intruded itself into the 
church. 

A third fact, going to the same point, is this : we are 
informed by early writers that the presbyters connected unth 
a bishop belonged to the same congregation, and took their 
seat with the bishop, when the church was convened for public 
worship. They even go so far as to tell us how they were 
arranged : that the bishop sat in the middle of a semicircu- 
lar bench, that the elders were seated on either side of him, 
and that the deacons stood a little in advice, and in a place 
somewhat lower, ready to discharge their appropriate duties. 
In the Apostolic Constitution, Lib. II. c. 57, we find the 
following direction given with reference to the ordinary ser- 
vices of the sanctuary. " When thou, O Bishop, hast called 
together the church of God, like the master of a ship require 
them to assemble often with all prudence and regularity of 
discipline. Command the deacons, as so many mariners, 
that they appoint convenient places for all the brethren, as 
for so many passengers, with all care and decency. And 
first, let the house of worship be oblong, turned toward 
the east, and like a ship. In the middle place let the bish- 
op's seat be, and on both sides of him let the presbyters sit; 
but let the deacons stand ready for service, lightly clothed, 
for they are like the mariners, and those that order the sides 
of the ship. By their care let the laymen sit quietly and or- 
derly in one part of the church, and the women also by 
themselves, abstaining from talking. Let the reader, stand- 
ing in the middle of the same high place, read the books of 
Moses, &c. The reading being finished, let another sing 
the hymns of David. Then let our acts and epistles be re- 
cited. After these things, let the presbyters exhort the 
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people ; and last of all the bishop, who is like the master of 
a ship. Let the door-keepers stand at the church doors, 
where the men enter, and the deaconesses where the women 
enter. If any be found sitting out of his own place, let the 
deacons reprove him, and let him be conducted to a proper 
place. Let the deacons take care that none whisper, sleep, 
laugh, nod, &c. After the catechumens and penitent have 
retired, let the deacons prepare for the celebration of the 
Eucharist," &c. " No one," says Dr. Miller, '* can read 
.these rules without perceiving that they relate to the ordi- 
nary worship of Christian assemblies, when convened on the 
Sabbath. To doubt this, is to fly in the face of common 
sense. Yet we find the presence of the bishop in every public 
service spoken of gs indispensable. Is it not manifest that 
this bishop could only have been pastor of a single flock ?" 

The last fact we shall mention, going to show that the 
bishops of the early church were only parish bishops, is the 
great number of such bishops found in small districts of 
country. Eusebius informs us that, at the council of Anti- 
och, held in the year 260 concerning Paul, Bishop of 
Antioch, there were present more than 600 bishops. In 
the year 410, Augustine and the bishops of his pro- 
vince in Africa held a conference with the Donatists, at 
which conference there were present between 500 and 600 
bishops. Here then, in districts of country not larger than 
some of our states, we find 500 or 600 bishops. Could they 
have been any thing more than parish bishops ? We are in- 
formed by Victor Uticensis in his book, " De Persecutione 
Vandalica," that, from the part of Africa in which the per- 
secution took place, 660 bishops fled, besides a great num- 
ber that were murdered or imprisoned, and many more who 
were tolerated. Upon this fact. Dr. Miller remarks as fol- 
lows : " Now, when it is recollected that this persecution 
extended only to a small portion of Africa, and that it was 
carried on by one denomination of professing Christians 
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against another, we are necessarily led to conclude that there 
must have been, in that section of Africa alone, at least two 
thousand bishops. Could these have been prelates, each 
with a number of congregations and pastors under his care ? 
It is incredible. They could not have been more than or- 
dinary pastors of single congregations." Bishop White, in 
his " Case of the Episcopal Churches, &c.," makes the follow- 
ing statement : ** There having been an Episcopal power 
lodged by Jesus Christ with his- Apostles, and by them ex- 
ercised generally in person, but sometimes by delegation, as 
in the cases of Timothy and Titus, the same was conveyed 
by them, before their decease, to one pastor in each church, 
which generally comprehended all the Christians in a city 
and a convenient surrounding district." The learned Field, 
in his celebrated work of the church, says : " The Apostles 
of Christ and their successors so divided the people of God 
converted by their ministry into particular churches, that 
each city and the places near adjoining did make but one 
church." He then adds : " Though there be many presbyters, 
i. e., many fatherly guides of our church, yet there is one 
among the rest that is specially pastor of the place ; who, for 
distinction's sake, is named a bishop." We have some rare 
testimony upon this point from the " Tracts for the Times," 
which, as our author never has read, he cannot be supposed 
to know any thing about. In Tract No. 15, we find the 
following paragraph : " In early times, as is well known, all 
Christians thought substantially alike, and found one great 
body all over the world, called the church catholic or univer- 
sal. This great body, consisting of a vast number of sepa^ 
rate churches with each of them its own bishop at its head," 
&c. In Tract 33, we find the following statement : " Few 
persons, who have not expressly examined the subject, are 
aware of the minuteness of the dioceses into which many 
parts of Christendom were divided in the first ages. Some 
churches in Itdy were more like our rural deaneries than 
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whttt We now consider dioceses, being not aboTO ten or 
twelve miles in extent, and their sees not above ten or twdoe 
miles from each other. Even now (or at least in Bin^am^s 
time) the kingdom of Naples contains 147 sees, of which 
twenty are archbishopricks/' It should be recollected that the 
kingdom of Naples is scarcely as large as the state of 
Maine ; and yet it contains 147 sees ! Surely this looks very 
much like parochi)3il bishopricks. We suspect that if the 
state of Maine were divided among 147 Episcopal bishops, 
the difference between her dioceses and parishes would be 
considered of little consequence. We are inclined to be* 
lieve that her dioceses would then far outnumber her present 
number of parishes. 

The existence of the above named facts are so notori* 
ons thatt hey will not be denied by any intelligent Episcopa- 
lian ; and they certainly go to establish the position that, for 
full 300 years, nothing more than parochial episcopacy was 
known in the church. Diocesan Episcopacy took its rise 
mainly from the influence of metropolitan or city bishops 
over the bishops of the surrounding villages and country par- 
ishes. The influence of those numerous councils which 
were held upon various subjects, by the early church, was 
greatly to increase the authority of the metropolitan bish- 
^s over their brethren. We find that, in the year 347, a 
law was passed by the council of Sardis, against placing 
bishops in small cities or villages. The object and effect of 
this law was undoubtedly to increase the influence and au- 
thority of those bishops who resided in large cities. It was 
not very strictly adhered to for some time ; but villi age bish- 
ops went into disuse by degrees, and their parishes were 
added to the charges of the several metropolitans. Thus it 
was that diocesan episcopacy originated in the church of 
God. It was not Apostolical in its origin, but grew out of 
the pride and ambition of an unsanctified priesthood. Even in 
the last half of the third century, the bishops began to usurp 
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to th^nselves great authority, and to trample upon the 
rights ^f the presbyters and i^horches. Constantine, who 
came to the imperial throne in the fonrth century, greatly 
aided these usurpations, and conferred upon the whole eccle- 
siastical system a degree of splendor, to which until then 
it had been an entire stranger. " He assumed unto himfielf 
the right of calling general councils, of presiding in them, 
of determining controversies, and of fixing the bounds of ec- 
clesiastical provinces. He formed the prelatical govern- 
ment, after the imperial model, into great prefectures ; in 
which arrangement, a certain pre-eminence was conferred oh 
the bishops of Rome, Anticch, Alexandria, and Constantino- 
ple ; the first rank being always reserved for the bishop of 
Rome, who succeeded in gradually extending his usurpa- 
tions, until he was finally confirmed in it by an imperial de- 
cree." We are sustained in this brief outline of the rise of 
Episcopacy audits papal result by Mosheim, Gibbon, the Epis- 
copal Haweis, and other eminent historians. In view of these 
indisputable facts, that eminent Episcopal divine, professor 
Whittaker, remark-s, upon the subject of the introduction of 
prelacy into the church, as a remedy against schism, that 
" the remedy was almost worse than the disease ; for, as at 
first, one presbyter was set over the rest and made bishop, 
so, afterwards, one bishop was set over the other bishops.^ 
Thus that custom begot the pope and his monarchy, and 
brought them, by little and little, into the church." How 
exactly the history of the church, in the rise and progress of 
prelacy, unfolds the fulfilment of the prediction of St. Paul 
which is contained in our text : " For the mystery of iniquity 
doth already work : only he who now letteth, will let, until he 
be taken out of the way. And then shall that Wicked be 
revealed, whom the Lord shall consume with the spirit of his 
mouth, and shall destroy with the brightness of his coming." 
When Constantine came to the throne, the Roman govern- 
ment, instead of impeding the progress of prelatical power. 
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became its most powerful auxiliary ; and very soon " the 
man of sin, the son of perdition, was revealed," who opposeth 
and exalteth himself above all that is called God or that is 
worshipped ; so that he, as God, sitteth in the temple of God, 
showing himself that he is God." We perceive, from these 
statements, that the prelacy has once produced the papacy. 
And we should ever recollect that human nature is the same 
in every age, and in every clime ; that, " as face answereth 
to face in water, so the heart of man to man ;" that like 
causes, under like circumstances, produce like effects. What 
Christian or patriot, with his mind enlightened as to the past, 
would be willing to nourish such a system in the heart of 
Republicanism and of the American church 1 ** Who is 
wise? he shall understand these things; prudent? and he 
shall know them." 



LECTURE IX, 



THE CLAIMS TO APOSTOLICAL SUCCESSION EXAMINED. 

John viii. 41« — ** They answered and said unto him, Abraham is 
our father. Jesus saitb unto them, If ye were Abraham's children, 
ye would do the works of Abraham." 

. The Jews in the time of Christ had lost the spirit and 
power of their religion, the form only remained. The 
Saviour endeavored to convince them that their confidence in 
ceremonial observances, without piety of heart and life, 
would prove a fatal delusion. But they effectually repelled 
his benevolent instructions and faithful reproofs, by answer- 
ing, with characteristic complacency, " Abraham is our 
father;" i.e., "We belong to the only true church, are 
descendants in a direct line from father Abraham ; and this 
fact is alone sufficient to entitle us to the sole benefit of 
those ' covenanted mercies ' which God has made over to 
that patriarch." 

There is such a marked resemblance between this method 
of reasoning and that adopted by high churchmen, in regard 
to their " true succession," as they term it, that we are al- 
most inclined to believe it is borrowed from the ancient 
Jews. 

The subject which claims our attention in the present 
lecture is this so called " Apostolical succession ;" that is, 
the pretended succession of bishops in a direct and unbroken 
line from the college of Apostles. This the Episcopal 
church profess to possess ; and to possess it to the exclusion 
of all other Protestant denominations. They pretend to give 
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US a list of bishops which run directly through that church 
which is called " the mother of harlots," up to the Apostles 
Peter and Paul. We intend at the present time to examine 
somewhat this wonderful line of succession, so entire and 
unbroken in all its parts, and see upon what '' indisputable 
evidence it is founded.'' In entering upon this examination, 
the hearer must keep in mind the importance which the 
" only true church " attaches to this part of the subject. 
Unless a clergyman can trace his ordination through a line 
of prelates directly to the Apostles, he has no right to preach, 
and the ordinances he administers are null and void. Those 
who call themselves churches, yet are without such a line 
of prelates, are, in fact, no churches ; and even to call their 
places of public worship churches is a misnomer. They 
are nothing but " houses" It is worthy of remark, that 
Bishop Delancy, the present bishop of the diocese of 
Western New York, in his report to the recent Episcopal 
convention held at Auburn, of his yearly tour through the 
diocese, invariably calls Episcopal meeting-houses " church- 
es ;" and those of other denominations, where, out of polite- 
ness, he was admitted to preach, simply " houses." Thus 
he preached in the Episcopal churches of Lockport, but at 
Niagara Falls he preached in the Presbyterian house. And 
why all this arrogance ? Simply because Episcopacy pre- 
tends to possess the ministerial succession, to the exclusion 
of other denominations. Prelatical succession is considered 
by them of such overshadowing importance, that, to be 
without it, unchurches even the brick and mortar and 
timber of a meeting-house. The very beams from the walls 
of our sanctuaries must cry out for a prelate, and be conse- 
crated by an Episcopal bishop, or they have no right to be 
called churches. Certainly, then, a succession which is of 
such importance as to reach to the very materials of a 
church edifice, should be founded upon very clear and 
indisputable historic testimony. It should likewise be 
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borne in mind, that the strength of this successive chaiii is 
only as the strength of its weakest link ; for, if there be % 
single link deficient or wanting, it vitiates the whole suc- 
ceeding part of this chain. By examining the appendix to 
the "Enquiry into the Ministerial Commission," the hearer 
will find a catalogue of successive bishops from Peter and 
Paul to Bishop White. In this catalogue, Peter is put down 
as the head of the Jewish, and Paul" as the head of the 
Gentile Christian church at Rome. Linus and Cletus are 
said to be Paul's successors, and Clement the successor of 
Peter. We are likewise told that Clement survived Cletus, 
and united both churches in one. Where our author 
obtained so much information we are entirely uninformed ; 
certain we are that there is no sufficient testimony from 
Scripture, or any other source, that Paul was ever bishop of 
the Gentile church at Rome. We are informed in the Acts 
of the Apostles that Paul was carried a prisoner to Rome, 
and that, afler his arrival, he was suffered to preach to the 
inhabitants of that city in his own hired house, for the space 
of two years ; but certainly there is no evidence that he wafe 
the settled bishop of that church ; on the contrary, there is 
every thing to contradict it. All the testimony which is at 
all relied upon by the learned, goes to make Linus and 
Cletus Peter's successors in the same sense with Clement. 
I know that we are told by our author, that " the author of 
the Apostolic Constitutions makes Linus to have been 
ordained bishop of Rome by St. Paul." Will our author be 
kind enough to inform us who was the author of the 
Apostolic Constigitions, and when they were written 1 They 
are admitted to have been a forgery ; and while, like any 
other work of fiction, they may be evidence of the customs 
of the times in whicfi they were written, it would be the 
height of absurdity to rely upon them as authentic testi- 
mony of a historical fact. The opinion that Linus and 
Cletus succeeded Paul to the exclusion of Peter in the 
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bishoprick of Rome, is comparatively of recent date, and 
was invented to reconcile, if possible, the conflicting testi- 
mony of the early fathers upon this subject. We shall treat 
it as it deserves to be treated, as a mere dream of the imagi' 
nation, and dismiss it without further remark. 

The first question then to be settled in our present in- 
quiry is. Was Peter ever bishop of Rome 1 We have no 
testimony from Scripture that Peter ever saw Rome ; and 
all the testimony we have upon the subject in history, is 
founded upon the most vague and uncertain tradition. But, 
supposing him to have visited Rome, and to have resided 
there for a season, we have not the least shadow of evidence 
that he ever was the fixed bishop of that church. Bishop 
White, in a dissertation upon this subject, says : " It is pro- 
posed to prove, in this section, that St. Peter was never pro- 
perly bishop of the church of Rome ; that some occasional 
expressions of the early fathers, which seem to favor the 
opinion here denied, admit of a different interpretation," &c. 
But suppose, for the sake of argument, we admit Peter to 
have been the true and proper bishop of Rome ; pray, who 
was his successor ? In answering this question, the early 
fathers contradict each other, and make perfect confusion, 
showing that they knew nothing with certainty about it. 
Irenaeus is the earliest father produced by our opponents to 
testify upon this subject. He says Linus was the first bishop 
of Rome, without saying a word as to when or by whom 
he was constituted such a bishop. When asked how he 
knows this to be a fact? he answers, ''it is held as a tradi- 
tion from the Apostles ;" so that all the ki^wledge he has on 
the subject, is that which he has received from tradition. 
Eusebius agrees with Irenaeus in testifying that Linus was 
first bishop of Rome next to the Apostles. He says, " afler the 
martyrdom of Paul and Peter, Litius was the first who received 
the episcopate at Rome." Here mark — Eusebius, the favorite 
historian of high church Episcopalians, declares that Linus 
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did not receive the episcopate until after the martyrdom of 
Paul and Peter, Certainly, then, he could not have received 
it from either of these Apostles ; for surely this livin genergy 
could not proceed from dead hands. From whom then did 
Linus receive the episcopate ? Will high churchmen answer 
this question ? But, pray, how and what does Eusebius 
know about these early bishops ? He shall answer for him- 
self: he says, " But how many and which of these, actuated 
by a genuine zeal, were judged suitable to feed the churches 
established by these Apostles, it is not easy to show further 
them may he gathered from the writings of Paul" Just so 
we think. All on this subject that Eusebius could rely 
upon as correct, were such facts as he could derive from the 
sacred writings. The rest was deark and ambiguous tradi- 
tion. He says expressly, that, in collecting the materials of 
his history, " he was obliged to rely much on tradition, and 
that he could trace no footsteps of those going before him, 
only a few narratives." A very safe testimony this, upon 
which to rest the certainty of a succession which is necessary 
to the very existence of the church of God ! We have seen 
that Irensus and Eusebius inform us that Linus was the 
first bishop of Rome next to the Apostles. Jerome and Au- 
gustine are of the same opinion ; but Tertullian, Rufinus, 
and Epiphanius, say Clement succeeded Peter. Jerome says, 
'' Most of the Latin authors supposed the order to be Clem- 
ent the successor of Peter." Here, then, at the first link in 
this wonderful chain, so lucidly defined by high churchmen, 
there is vl gross confusion and contradiction, without so much 
as the shadow ofc^tainty. Bishop Taylor says, " The fathers 
were infinitely deceived in their account and enumeration of 
traditions," Cabassute, the distinguished papal historian of 
the councils, says, *' R is a very doubtfiil question concern- 
ing Linus, Cletus, and Clemens, which of them succeeded 
Peter." Dr. Comber says, " Upon the whole matter there 
is no certainty who was bishop of Rome next to the Apostles, 
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jmd therefore Roraanistft build upon an ill hcttam when they 
lay so great weight upon their personal succession." Not 
being able to ascertain with the least degree of certainty who 
was the second bishop of Rome, let us see whether we can 
meet with any better success in inquiring after the third. 
We find, in the catalogues of papists, and high churchmen, 
the name of Oletus put down as filling this place. But, pray, 
who was Cletus? Hear again the*Episcopal Dr. Comber: 
" The like blunder there is about the next Pope — the fabu' 
lous pontifical makes Cletus succeed Linus, and gives us sev^ 
eral lives of Cletus and Anacletus, making them of several 
nations, and to have been popes at tlifferent times, putting 
Clement between them. Yet the aforesaid learned Bishop 
of Chester (Pearson) proves that these were only two names 
for the same person ; but the notes attempt to justify the 
forged pontifical by impudently affirming that Ignatius (Anv 
acl^us's cotemporary), lrenaBus,£u8ebius,^t. Augustine, and 
Optatus, were all mistaken or all wronged by their transcril^ 
era, who leave out Cletus. But every candid reader wiU 
rather believe the mistake to be in the pontifical, (which is a 
mere heap of errors,) and in the Rcsnan Martyrology and 
Missal, which blindly followed it, than in those ancient 
and eminent Fathers. And every one may see the folly 
of the Romish church, which venerates two several saints on 
two several days, one of which never had a real being ; for 
Cletus is hut the abbreviation for Anctcktus's name." The 
hearer may judge from this extract how verp certain it is 
who was the third bishop of Rome. The papists and higb- 
churchmen make Clement the fourth bishop of Rome. But 
Tertullian, Rufinus, Epiphanius, and *' most of the Latin au*- 
thors,*' inform us that Clement was the second bishop, and th^ 
immediate successor of St. Peter. Thus we might, my hear* 
/ ers, if we had time, trace this wonderfttl succession link after 
/ link, and show you that it is enveloped in the most glorious 
^ uncertainty. And yet we are told that, in order to have a 



right to prQ<i$.b a^d ^dfaiaUtev ordinanoes, we must be able 
to trace our pr4ination, through a line of prelates up to the 
4po8tles. We suspect, if this is to be the test, our lawn* 
sleeved Diocesans will be compelled to lay aside their pon- 
tifical robes, and confess that they have no authority to offi* 
oiate in the sacred office. 

There are certain well authenticated facts, which go to 
show still further the entire uncertainty of Apostolic suc- 
cession, as it is called, in the church of Rome, which we 
will briefly state in this place. 

Ist. For several centuries the popes were in fact created 
by the emperors, or, as Bishop Burnet says, " were made 
upon the emperors' mandates ;" and their appointment gave 
occasions for such scenes of intrigue, debauchery, violence, 
and bloodshed, as the world has scarcely witnessed before 
or since. ** Nor," says Bishop Burnet, '' did the emperors 
part easily with this right ; but, after that, the Othos and 
Henrys kept up their pretensions, and came ofl to Rome and 
made many popes ; and though most of the popes so made were 
generally antipopes and schismatics, yetsomeof them, as Cle- 
ment the second, are put in the catalogues by Baronius, and 
Binnius, and by the late publishers of the councils, Labber and 
Cossartius. There was, indeed, great opposition made to 
this at Rome ; but, let even their own historians be appealed 
to, what a series of monsters, and not men, those popes were ; 
how infamously they were elected — often by the harlots of 
Rome ; and how flagitious they were, we refer it to Baro- 
nius himself, who could not deny this, for all his partiality, 
in his great work.'' But let us hear the testimony of this 
Cardinal Baronius himself, who was one of the most power* 
ful champions of the papacy. Speaking of the commence- 
ment of the tenth . century , he exclaims, '* O ! what was 
then the face of the holy Roman church ! how filthy, when 
the vilest and most powerful harlots ruled in the court of 
Rome ! by whose arbitrary sway dioceses were made and 
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unmade ; bishops were consecrated ; and, which is inex- 
pressibly horrible to be mentioned, FALSE POPES — 
THEIR PARAMOURS— were thrust into the chair of 
Peter, who, in being numbered as popes, serve no purpose, ex^ 
cept to Jill up the catalogue of the popes of Rome, For who 
can say that persons thrust into the popedom without any 
law, by harlots of this sort, were legitimate pc^es of Rome ? 
In these elections, no mention is made of the acts of the 
clergy, either of their choosing the pope at the time of his 
election, or of their consent afterward. All the canons were 
suppressed into silence ; the voice of the decrees of former 
pontiffs was not allowed to be heard. Ancient traditions 
were proscribed ; the customs formerly practised in electing 
the pope, with the sacred rights and pristine usages, were all 
extinguished. In this manner, LUST, supported by secular 
power, excited to frenzy in the rage for dominion, ruled in 
all things J' Here we perceive that harlots ruled at the 
Court OP St. Peter ; harlots made and unmade dio- 
ceses ; HARLOTS thrust FALSE POPES, THEIR PARAMOURS, 
INTO THE VERY CHAIR OF St. PeTER. AnD THESE FALSE 
POPES, THUS CREATED, GO TO FILL UP THE CATALOGUES OF 

THE POPES OP Rome. Truly, this is Apostolical, with 
A vengeance ! Through such a source Episcopal prelates 
must have received the " virus op ordination" entirely un- 
tainted, possessing all its living energies, 

2d. The schisms which so frequently obtained concern- 
ing the popedom, is another evidence of the very great un- 
certainty attending the succession. There were frequently 
two, three, and sometimes four claimants to the popedom, at 
the same time. When this was the case, the church be- 
came divided into parties, which were arrayed against each 
other ; and the one which was most cunning and powerful, by 
intrigue, bribery, and bloodshed, succeeded against the 
others. Onuphirus Pauvinius, and other papal historians, 
admit that there were more than twenty such schisms pre- 
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vious to the fourteenth century. Some of them continued 
for forti/ years. Says our author upon this point, " We 
sometimes, indeed, hear it urged as an objection to tracing 
the succession through Rome, that there were, at one time, 
two or more claimants to the papacy ; each of whom de- 
nounced the other as a usurper. Now, this objection, at 
first sight, is plausible ; but a moment's reflection is suffi- 
cient to put it to flight. For, let us suppose that there were 
at the same time several individuals claiming to be pope. 
Does this prove they were not all bishops? It proves 
nothing on this point. For, in the first place, they may 
have been bishops prior to their election to the papacy. If 
so, the matter is at once put to rest; and if they were pres- 
byters, they must have been made bishops when they were 
consecrated to the papacy." Our author has a wonderful 
short-metre way of putting things *' to rest." We think the 
following facts will somewhat disturb the **rest** of this 
point, which he has so easily disposed of. 

1. The councils of Nice, of Antioch, of Chalcedon, and 
other councils, prohibited the transfer of bishops from one 
bishoprick to another, and these canons would be likely to 
prevent those who were before bishops from being elected 
to the bishoprick of Rome. 

2. For about one thousand years we have no evidence 
that any individual, already a bishop, was elected to the 
bishoprick of Rome. During that period there had been a 
hundred bishops of Rome, and thirteen schisms in the pope- 
dom. 

3. Will our author maintain that a pretender to a 
bishoprick, who should be sustained in his pretensions, and 
consecrated to that bishoprick by a party, but who after- 
wards should be put down as a usurper, is, nevertheless, by 
virtue of his disorderly consecration, a bishop, and his acts 
as such valid ? Certainly, our author is not prepared to take 
such ground ; and yet he must assume it before he can 
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prove that these pretenders were consecrated bishops, and 
that their official acta are valid. 

4. It is according to the principles of the church of 

Rome, and, we believe, of the American Episcopal church, 

that, to qualify a man for the bishoprick, he must previously 

have been ordained priest ; but several of the bishops of 

I Rome were previously nothing but laymen ; they never were 

! ordained to the priesthood. Now it is a question which we 

I should like to see answered — Could one of these lay bishops, 

i who never was ordained to the priestly office, lawfully or- 

\ dain others to that office ? 

V 5. Several of those who, for a time, filled the papal chair 
were afterward deposed as usurpers. Yet, these usurpers 
consecrated many archbishops and bishops, some of whom 
(as we shall presently see) belonged to the English church. 
With these facts staring them in the face, how can high 
churchmen affirm that their apostolic succession is every way 
invulnerable; and how dare our author make the boJd as- 
sertion — " that the succession in the church of Rome has 
never, in a single instance, been contested?" There is no 
truth in such assertions. So far from it, that eminent Epis« 
copalians have given it up as untenable and absurd. Pri- 
deaux, an eminent Episcopalian, declares, that upon '' this 
subject no certainty is to be hadJ^ HoweJl, a very learned 
churchman, says, '* Here it is evident how very doubtful and 
uncertain is the personal succession of the Roman bishops.** 
The before cited Episcopal Dr. Comber, declares, " There is 
NEITHER TRUTH NOR CERTAINTY in the pretended personal 
succession of the first popes." Other testimony might be 
added, but these are abundantly sufficient. 

We come now to the English succession, and propose to 
notice a few facts which go to show the very great uncer- 
tainty that attaches to the question of its validity. 

1. Plegmund, archbishop of Canterbury, A. D. 891, 
was ordained to his bishoprick by Pope Formosus. Pope 
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Stephen VI. at the head of his council, and afterwards Pope 
Sergius III., declared the ordinations which Formosus had 
administered to be void, and ordered those who had re- 
ceived them to be reordained, Plegmund never was reor- 
dained ; and yet he ordained most of the bishops of England 
for twenty-six years. Will high churchmen inform us what 
becomes of the succession in this instance 1 

2. Henry Chickley, archbishop of Canterbury, A. D. 1414, 
was ordained by Pope Gregory XII. This Gregory XII. was 
only a pretender to the popedom. He was declared by a church 
council, held ai Constance A. D. 1415, to be " no pope of 
Rome" — *'iVb bishop at aW He was displaced from the 
papal chair, and John XXIII. or XXlV. declared to be the 
lawful pope. Yet this usurper ordained Chickley, and he con- 
tinued to ordain English bishops and archbishops for twenty- 
nine years. " What an unbroken line of valid ordinations !" 

3. The see of Armagh was, for eight generations, occu- 
pied by individuals who had never received any ordination 
whatever. It is admitted by Hooker, who is a standard 
author among Episcopalians, that ordination had frequently 
been effected without a bishop to ordain ; therefore, says he, 
*' we are not simply without exception to urge a lineal 
descent of power from the Apostles by continued succes- 
sions of bishops, in every effectual ordination." 

4. There is no record which can be relied upon, of the 
succession in the English church, either in Britain or at 
Rome, for nearly six hundred years, — up to the time when 
Augustine was sent to establish Christianity in Britain. The 
Episcopal Stillingfleet affirms, *' that by the loss of records 
of the British churches, we cannot draw down the succes- 
sion of bishops from the Apostles' time;" and adds, " if we 
come to Rome, here the succession is as muddy as the Ti- 
ber itself" " What shall we say," he asks, " to extricate our- 

. selves out of this labyrinth V^ 

$. At the Reformation the English churches were not 
7 
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only excommunicated and anathematized by the pope, but 
they entirely repudiated his authority, and placed their 
king in his stead. They acknowledged their king to 
be the fountain of ecclesiastical power ; the Supreme Head 
in earth of the English church. Bishops took out their 
commissions fi-om him, and submitted to be deprived of their 
orders by him. How is it possible, after this excommuni- 
cation, REPUDIATION, and SUBSTITUTION, for the English 
church, with any confidence or propriety, to go back to 
Rome for their Apostolic succession ? 

6. The validity of the ordination of Archbishop Parker, 
upon which Episcopalians admit the validity of their succes- 
sion very much depends, has ever been considered exceeding- 
ly doubtful, both as to the form of ordination used at the time, 
and the persons who ordained him. We have not time to 
go at length into this matter. It will be sufficient for our 
present purpose to state, that the validity of this ordination 
became an affair of so much dispute, that Parliament deem- 
ed it necessary to pass an act declaring it valid. Perhaps 
the British Parliament had the power, by decliCring it to be 
so, to render this ordination truly Apostolical ! The very 
lame defence of Parker's ordination by our author shows 
that its validity is extremely doubtful. " But," says he, 
** even upon the supposition that Parker's consecration was 
not valid, it would not vitiate the ordinations performed by 
him, for he was always assisted by other bishops whose con- 
secration was undisputed, and the succession would descend 
through them." We will reply to this remark in the lan- 
guage of the learned Powell. He says, ** In the ordination 
of a bishop, there is always one bishop who alone consecrates. 
This is the universal language of the rituals on the subject. 
The other bishops who take part in the ceremony are rather 
there as witnesses^ than as consecrators. The ancient rituals 
pever speak of more than one consecrator. In all the 
^cient Greek forms of ordination, as exhibited by Morinus, 
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one bishop only lays his hand upon the head of the person to 
be ordained ; the other bishops touching the Gospels placed 
upon the head of the person to be ordained. In the Roman 
church the other bishops touched his head, but did not lay 
their hands on his head. One bishop only pronounced the 
consecration prayer. This was, in ninety-nine cases cf a 
hundred, either the pope or the archbishop. See Morinus, 
Part II., pages 234 and 250. The consecration of bishops, 
therefore, always depended upon the capability of the one 
bishop who consecrated ; and whenever he was found to be 
really incompetent, the general rule was to quash all his or*- 
dinations" ** The rule just stated," continues this author, 
"makes it difficult to prove the validity of Archbishop Parker's 
consecration, upon which all the present ordinations and 
consecrations of the English church, since their formation, 
depends^ Barlow was his only consecrator ; but there is 
not full proof that Barlow himself was consecrated. The 
acts of the consecration of bishops are generally registered 
in the archives of the archbishop ; but no registration of 
Barlow's consecration can be foun<i." So much for Arch- 
bishop Parker's consecration. But we are told, by our au- 
thor, that the English church have no need to trace their 
succession through the church of Rome ; and he more than 
intimates that they are able to trace it through the ancient 
Briton bishops up to the Apostle Paul. If this is the case, 
we are surprised that our author, in his ample appendix, did 
not give us another catalogue of Apostolic succession, run- 
ning in that direction. It is passing strange that he should 
content himself with giving the line of succession which 
runs up through the " mother of harlots,'^ when he had at 
hand a much purer line, by taking the direction of the an-/ 
cient Briton bishops. Two remarks will be sufficient to 
spoil the face of the newly discovered road to the Apostles. . 
1. If we can gather any thing definite upon the subject \ 
from history, these bishops were nothing more than presbyter 
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bishops. It is very certain that the papal church consider- 
ed their consecration entirely invalid ; for Theodore, arch- 
bishop of Canterbury, finding that Wini had suffered two of 
these Briton bishops to assist him in consecrating a bishop, 
by the name of Chadda, declared Chadda's consecration to 
be illegal and void, and himself reordained him. Now, the 
archbishop would never have taken this course, if there had 
not been, in his opinion, some fatal defect in the consecration 
of these bishops. 

2. It is a fact, not disputed by any, that, a long time pre- 
vious to the English reformation, the Briton bishops em- 
braced the papal religion, and became incorporated into the 
papal church; so that it is impossible that the English 
church should claim any succession through them, separate 
from the papacy. Besides, it is notorious that the present 
English race are not descended from the ancient Britons, 
nor have they ever had any intimate connexion with them. 
They came down from the Saxons, who conquered the Bri- 
tons, and drove their bishops into Wales. The truth is, that 
the English church have never attempted to trace their pre- 
latical succession up to the Apostles, in any other line than 
that which runs directly through the church of Rome ; and 
we flatter ourselves that we have succeeded in proving that 
to be defective enough. 

We come now to consider the A merican succession. This 
has been held by some Episcopalians as defective in several 
points. By this we mean that sad defects have been said to 
inhere in their prelatical succession since its introduction 
into America. 

1. Bishop Seabury received his consecration from the 
non-juring bishops of Scotland. Now it is well known to 
all who are at all informed upon this subject, that many emi- 
. nent Episcopalians, both of this and the mother country, 
have considered the prelatical character of those Scottish 
bishops as exceeding^ doubtful. Bishop White affirms that 
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it was the doubts which existed, as to the validity of Bishop 
Seabury's Episcopacy, which actuated some in directing the 
convention to England rather than to Scotland as the source 
of the American Episcopate. 

2. Many Episcopalians have thought that the consecration 
of Bishops Hobart and Griswold was entirely defective and 
void, owing to the omission of an essential part of the form 
of consecration. There was, at the time, a warm contro- 
versy carried on in the Episcopal church upon that subject. 
From a pamphlet then published, entitled, " Serious thoughts 
on a late administration of Episcopal orders, submitted to 
the calm reflection of the bishops of the Protestant Episco- 
pal church, with a postcript in answer to Dr. Bowden's es- 
sentials of ordination stated," we take the following extracts : 
** From the considerations which have been offered, serious 
doubts at least are entertained, by many of its pious and in- 
telligent members, of the validity of the consecration sup- 
posed to be administered," &c. " Suppose these doubts to 
be well founded ; suppose that, at some future period, when 
the heat of passion is allayed, when calm reflection is suf- 
fered to be called into exercise, that then it shall be found 
and acknowledged that the considerations here advanced 
have weight, and that the consecration is attended with one 
essential defect. What will then be the state of our church ? 
Our priesthood invalid^ our succession lost, numbers, under 
a show of ordination, administering without authority ; the 
evil so extended as to be beyond the power of correction." 
" For myself I am seriously and conscientiously persuaded 
that the omission of the solemn words is material^ that it is 
essential, that it renders the whole form, besides, an utter 
nullity J' Thus you perceive that even the American suc- 
cession has not existed without serious doubts and warm 
controversies concerning its validity. And yet we are told 
that unless we are prepared to admit this whole chain of suc- 
cession, papacy and all, we are excluded the ** covenanted 
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mercies of God" and have no right to the name and the or^ 
dinances of a Christian church. We, my brethren, should 
be exceedingly thankful that high churchmen are not our 
judges ; and that we have the blessed assurance that, upon 
this subject, God's ways are not as their ways, nor his thoughts 
as their thoughts. In the language of another, ** We cannot 
see how any man can attempt to sustain the validity and cer* 
tainty of this personal succession during 'all previous ages. 
Who shall lift this ponderous chain, even at its connection 
with the Reformation, and carry it backwards until it is ap« 
pended to Christ Jesus the rock of ages, the cause of causes — 
so that from him may proceed the influence which may 
propagate downwards to the very last point in the lengthen- 
ing series 1 We again challenge the proof which has been 
so boldly offered. And in default of this — and assuredly it 
is wanting at every stage — we fearlessly scout the whole 
hypothesis as wildy chimerical, fictitious ^ and unsupported^ 
either hy history or Scripture" How much more rational, 
my hearers, is the view of this subject taken by Presbytery, 
as stated in a previous discourse, viz., that the ministerial 
commission was given to the disciples as Presbyters and not 
as Apostles ; that it is handed down to the church in the 
line of presbyters or simple pastors, and not of diocesan 
bishops ; that if, by any means, there should be a flaw in the 
succession, it would not invalidate the commission ; and 
that every one who enters the ministry sheuld be called im* 
mediately by Christ through the Spirit, which call is indi- 
cated to him by the state of his mind and the providences 
of God towards him. The question whether he has been so 
called to the ministry, is finally to be decided by the church 
through \iex presbyters ; and the act of ordination is the pub- 
lic announcement of that decision, and the consecration of 
the candidate, in the most solemn manner, to the work to 
which he has been called by his Lord and Master. 

We l^ave it for the hearer to judge whether, in these 
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discussions, we have succeeded in showing this to be the 
Scripture view of the subject; sustained by the after history 
of the church. We have now finished the arduous Libcr 
which circumstances compelled us to undertake. It was 
commenced with great reluctance, and has been carried en 
in the midst of great excitement and opposition ; and we 
conclude it, with joy and thanksgiving to Almighty Gcd for 
his sustaining grace unto the end. We have never, for one 
moment, regretted the tiking up of the subject, nor the man- 
ner in which we have discussed it ; but we did seriously re- 
gret the course of another, which made it necessary f( r iis 
to turn aside from the more pleasant duties of the ministry, 
and enter the arena of controversy with a denomination with 
whom we have lived for years in peace and amity. We are 
perfectly willing that others should build their castles as they 
please ; but when they attack curs, and attempt to pull it 
down about our ears, the law of self-defence must be obeyed. 
The tendency of high church principles is fast developing 
itself in the rapid strides which Puseyism is making in the 
Episcopal church, both in the old world and in the new. 
They lead to popery ; and if they do not bring those who 
embrace them to such a result, it is owing to the goodness 
of God in causing them to stop short of the goal to which 
they naturally conduct. We most sincerely wish that the 
Episcopal church may purge herself of that dreadful heresy, 
and adopt a form of government that will comport with the 
simplicity and beauty of that drapery which Christ has 
thrown over his church, and the continued wearing of which 
the gospel so distinctly recommends. 



APPENDIX. 



There are a few things contained in the original ** En- 
quiry/' and in certain anonymous pamphlets by the same 
author, which seem to call for a miscellaneous notice. That 
which first invites our attention is, an assertion made by 
our author, upon the first page of the pamphlet entitled, 
" Remarks on Mr. Wisner's first Lecture upon the subject 
of Episcopacy and Presbytery." It is as fellows : " Again, 
it was stated that the * Queen was the head of the church 
of England.' This is true only in part. The Queen, 
together with the government, is the head of the political 
and temporal affairs only of the church ; just so far as its 
connection with the state makes it necessary, and no far- 
ther. Neither the Queen or the Parliament have any 
authority in spiritual matters, no control over the doctrines, 
the discipline, or the worship of the church." It is a matter 
of great surprise that the Rev. Author, in the face of an 
intelligent community like ours, should make such asser- 
tions as these. No wonder that he refused to append his 
name to the pamphlet in which they are contained. Can 
any one, at all acquainted with English law and English 
history, pretend, with our author, that " neither the Queen 
or the Parliament have any authority in spiritual matters — 
no control over the doctrines, the discipline, or the worship 
of the church ?*' Let us see what Sir Wm. Blackstone, in 
his commentary upon English law, says upon this subject : 
" The King," says he. Book I., chap, vii., " is lastly ccn- 
Bidered by the laws of England as the head and supreme 
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governor of the national church. To enter into the reasons 
upon which this prerogative is founded, is matter rather of 
divinity than of law, I shall therefore only observe, that 
by statute 26 Henry VIII., chap. i. — reciting that the 
King's majesty justly and rightfully is and ought to be the 
supreme head of the church of England, and so had been 
recognized by the clergy of the kingdom, (in their convoca- 
tion) — it is enacted that the King shall be reputed the only 
supreme head in earth of the church of England, and shall 
have annexed to the imperial crown of this realm, as well 
the title thereof, as all jurisdictions, authorities, commodities, 
to the said dignity of the supreme head of the church ap- 
pertaining. And another statute to the same purport, made 
1 Elizabeth, c. i. : ' In virtue of this authority, the King 
convenes, prorogues, restrains, regulates, and dissolves all 
ecclesiastical synods or convocations.' " Again : '* So that 
the statute 25 Henry VIII., c. xix,, which restrains the 
convocation from making or putting in execution any 
canons repugnant to the King's prerogative, or the laws, 
customs, and statutes of the realm, was merely declaratory 
of the old common law ; that part of it only being new 
which makes the King's royal assent actually necessary to 
the validity of every canon** Once more : " From this 
prerogative also of being the head of the church, arises the 
King's right of nomination to vacant bishopricks, and 
certain other ecclesiastical preferments, which will more 
properly be considered when we come to treat of the clergy. 
1 shall only here observe that this is now done in conse- 
quence of the statute 25 Henry VIII., c. xx. As head of 
the church, the King is likewise the dernier resort in all 
ecclesiastical causes ; an appeal lying ultimately to him, in 
chancery, from the sentence of every ecclesiastical judge ; 
which right was restored to the crown by statute 25 Henry 
VIII., c. xix., — as will be more fully shown hereafter." 
From all of which we learn that the King, as supreme 

7» 
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head of the Cnglish church, possesses the following preroga* 
tives : 

1. He convenes, prorogues, restrains, regulates, and 
dissolves all ecclesiastical synods or convocations. 

2. No ecclesiastical or canon law can be enacted by the 
constituted authorities of the church, without his royal ab- 
sent. 

3. He has a right to nominate to vacant bishopricks. 

4. He is likewise the dernier resort in all ecclesiastical 
causes — an appeal lying ultimately to him, in chancery^ 
from the sentence of every ecclesiastical judge. And yet 
our author is bold to assert, that " neither the Queen or 
Parliament have any authority in spiritual matters ; no con- 
trol over the doctrines, the discipline, or the worship of the 
church." Has he forgotten the " act of conformity," which 
drenched England with the blood of her very best 
citizens, and exiled our Puritan fathers to the wilds of 
America? 

We leave our author to settle this matter with Judge 
Blackston^, and with every English historian who has ever 
written upon the subject. There are two other prerogatives 
to which we would refer the reader, in order that he may 
judge how entirely the Kinor (or dueen) is the supreme ec- 
clesiastical head of the church. 

1. The King receives all resignations of archbishops ; 
they are made to him alone. Black stone says, Book I., c. 
xi , ** All resignations mast be niadfe to some superior. 
Therefore a bishop must resign to his metropolitan ; but the ^ 
archbishop can resign to none but the King himself" 

2. English bishops cannot be appointed and consecrated 
without a license from the King. Blackstone says. Book I., 
c. xi , " But, by statute 25 Henry VHI., c. xx., the ancient 
right of nomination was, in effect, restored to the crown ; 
it being enacted, that,, at every avoidance of a bishoprick, 
the King may send the dean and chapter his usual license 



to proceed to an election ; which is always to be accompa* 
nied with a letter missive from the King, containing the 
name of the person he would have them elect ; and if the 
dean and chapter delay their election above twelve days, the 
nomination shall devolve to the King, who may, by letters 
patent, appoint such persons as he pleases. This election, 
or nomination, if it be of a bishop, must be signified by the 
King's letters patent to the archbishop of the province ; if 
it be an archbishop, the other archbishop and two bisht.ps, 
or to four bishops; requiring them to confirm, invest, and 
consecrate the person so elected, which they are bound to 
perform immediately, without any application to the see of 
Rome." That the King appoints the bishops is also evident 
from the following quotation takeu from an English work, 
entitled, " Book of Denominations," page 395 : ** In the 
church of England we have two archbishops. The name is 
as antichrjstian as the thing. What ate the duties cf the 
office it is difficult to ascertain. Those sustaining it have 
no functions distinct from the bishops, nor does it appear 
that they have any jurisdiction over them. They do not 
appoint them; the King does: and they cannot remove 
them. They cannot, without the King's concurrence, call 
them together in convocation. Their sole use, therefore^ 
seems to be to rear their mitred fronts in courts and parlia* 
ments, to vote in the train of ministers, to rule thi^ir wide 
and opulent dominions, count their enormous revenues, and 
dispose of good livings to sons, brothers, nephews, cousins, 
relations, and dependents without end, as their own interest 
or the interest of ministers, reserved by special agreement, 
may dictate." Does our author know that, after these 
provinces were separated from the British crown and had 
become a republic, Bishops White, Provost, and Madison, 
were consecrated by English bishops, under a royal license, 
in accordance with an act of parliament especially enacted 
to meet such cases ? It is entitled, ''An act to empower the 
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archbishop of Canterbury or the archbishop of York, for 
the time being, to consecrate to the office of bishop, persons 
being subjects or citizens of countries out of his majesty's 
dominions." 

THE ACT. 

" Whereas, by the laws of this realm, no person can be 
consecrated to the office of a Bishop without the King's 
license for his election to that office, and the royal mandate 
under the great seal for his confirmation and consecration ; 
and whereas, every person who shall be consecrated to the 
said office is required to take the oaths of allegiance and 
supremacy, and also the oath of due obedience to the Arch- 
bishop ; and whereas, there are divers persons, subjects or 
citizens of countries out of his majesty's dominions, inhabit- 
ing and residing within the said countries, who profess the 
public worship of Almighty God according to the principles 
of the Church of England, and who, in order to provide a 
regular succession of ministers for the service of their 
Church, are desirous of having certain of the subjects or 
citizens of those countries consecrated Bishops according 
to the form of consecration in the Church of England ; 
Be it enacted, by the King's most excellent majesty, and by 
and with the consent of the Lords spiritual and temporal, 
and Commons, in this present parliament assembled, and by 
the authority of the same, that from and after the passing of 
this act, it shall and may be lawful to and for the Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury or the Archbishop of York, for the' 
time being, together with such other Bishops as they shall 
call to their assistance, to consecrate persons being subjects 
or citizens of countries out of his majesty's dominions, 
Bishops, for the purpose aforesaid, without the King's 
license for their election, or the royal mandate under the 
great seal for their confirmation and consecration, and with- 
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out requiring them to take the oath of allegiance and 
supremacy, and the oath of due obedience to the Archbishop 
for the time being : Provided always, that no person shall be 
consecrated Bishop in the manner herein provided, until 
the Archbishop of Canterbury/ or the Archbishop of York, 
for the time being, shall have first applied for and obtained 
his majesty^ s license, by warrant under his royal signet and 
sign manual, authorizing and empowering him to perform 
such consecration ; and expressing the name or names of the 
persons so to be consecrated ; nor until the said Archbishop 
has been fully ascertained of their sufficiency in good learn- 
ing, of the soundness of their faith, and of the purity of their 
manners : Provided also, and it is hereby declared, that no 
person or persons consecrated to the office of a Bishop in 
the manner aforesaid, nor any person or persons deriving 
their consecration from or under any Bishops so consecrated, 
or by the successor or successors of any Bishop so conse- 
crated, shall be, hereby, enabled to exercise his or their 
respective office or offices within his majesty^ s dominions," 
&c. Here then the reader may perceive the manner in 
which the " true succession," as it is termed, was introduced 
from England into the American Episcopal church, — 
UNDER A ROYAL LICENSE IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH A SPECIAL PARLIAMENTARY ENACT- 
MENT FOR THE PURPOSE. In order to obtain it, 
her Bishops must submit to the humiliating condition of 
receiving consecration from an English Archbishop in such 
a manner as to disqualify them from exercising their offices 
fn his majesty's dominions ; and this disqualification must 
descend in the line of the succession to the latest genera- 
tion. Under this law, the clergy of the American Episcopal 
church could not even pass the lines into Canada and exer- 
cise their offices as bishops, priests, or deacons. If this 
is not kissing the dust upon which treads the foot of Eng- 
land's proud monarch, for the sake of ** worthless succes- 
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sion," we know not how it can be done. We trust that, by 
this time, it will be perfectly evident to all how entirely 
groundless is the assertion of our author, that " neither the 
Queen nor the Parliament have any authority in spiritual 
matters ; no control over the doctrines, the discipline, or the 
worship of the church." The Queen, as ** supreme head 
in earth of the English Church," possesses supreme ecclesi- 
astical authority. 

II. The next subject claiming our attention is involved 
in certain interrogations put, by our author, to the writer. 
They are as follows : " But the Rev. Lecturer went on to 
say that the Episcopal church in this country had no head 
because there was no king ; evidently implying that if there 
were, American Episcopalians would make him their head, 
and turn tories and monarchists. Was this assault on the 
political sentiments of a religious body warranted by the oc- 
casion ? Is the gentleman willing to stand by it and sustain 
it with proofs ? Will he undertake to show that Episcopacy 
has a necessary or even accidental tendency to a despotic 
form of government V Our answer to these interrogatories is, 

1. We never asserted that the Episcopal church in this 
country was without a head. We said that ** the Episcopal 
church in this country have concluded to dispense with a 
king as their supreme earthly head, it not being very con* 
venient to find one." 

2. We never asserted that Episcopacy tends to mon- 
archy ; no opinion whatever was expressed upon the subject 
The letter of Charles the First was quoted, in which he in- 
troduces the words of another — " No Bishop, no King :" bu* 
the quotation was made without note or comment, in order 
to introduce the reply of his tried friends and counsellors to 
whom it was addressed, so as to make use of that reply to 
show their sentiments upon the subject of diocesan bishops 
being necessary to constitute a '* true church." But we 
are perfectly willing to express our opinions fully and fairly 



Upon this subject, and high churchmen are welcome to 
make all the capital out of it they are able. They shall be 
expressed in the language of the late learned Dr. Rice of 
Virginia. He says : " I am represented as injurious for say- 
ing that high church principles are opposed to the genius of 
our institutions. It is useless to disclaim, in presence of 
heated partisans, all intention of doing injury. But if I can 
fairly prove the soundness of my opinions, the impartial will 
acquit roe of evil intention in giving them utterance. I show 
no enmity when I tell the truth. Hear then my reasons. 
The laws of our country secure perfect religious liberty to 
every citizen ; and all have equal rights. Methodists, Bap- 
tists, Presbyterians, Lutherans, Episcopalians, &c., all stand 
on the same level. And the ministers of any one religious de- 
nomination have, according to the law of the land, the same 
authority to teach and administer ordinances as those of any 
other denomination. Marriage celebrated by a dissenter is 
as valid and as sacred as though the service were performed 
by an Archbishop, But the high churchmen, to a man, 
maintain that none have a right to teach or administer ordi- 
nances save only ministers of their church. Indeed there is 
no church, there are no true sacraments, no valid adminis- 
trations but theirs. Now here is a direct opposition. The 
Law of the land says one thing, high churchmen affirm directs 
ly the contrary. There is, indeed, a just distinction between 
civil and ecclesiastical rights ; and the churchman is by no 
means charged with confounding them. He doubtless knows 
and admits that, in this country, the men whom he persists 
in calling dissenters, have a civil right to do what he denies 
that they are authorized to do by the laws of Christ's 
church. But this does not destroy the force of the 
allegation ; because the religious principle, when excited, is 
the most powerful in human nature ; the interest created by 
religion is all-absorbing in its influence ; it reaches to all 
man's relations and concerns ; more than any thing else it 
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comes home to his ' business ahd bosom.' It is like leaven 
which a woman took and hid in three measures of meal, un- 
til the whole was leavened. One must be quite ignorant of 
the history of religion, to deny that it is comparatively easy 
to persuade a man that any thing is totally and absolutely 
wrong, which he believes to be opposed to the fundamental 
principles of his religion. But the quotations made above 
show that high churchmen regard the particular form of the 
church as essential to the being of the church. It is in 

FACT A QUESTION OF ChURCH OR No ChuRCH ; AND ALL 
WHO ARE NOT MEMBERS OF THE EPISCOPAL CHURCH ARE 

UNDER GREAT GUILT. The wholc body of American Chris- 
tians belonging to non-episcopal churches are schismatics, 
and, without any assurance of salvation, are left to uncove- 
n anted mercies. It is the church ministry and sacraments 
which render the Scripture sufficient, &c. I ask, then, i5 
not a religious man who has adopted high church principles 
under the influence of a cause which operates against the 
American principles of perfect religious liberty 7 Let intel- 
ligent and impartial men judge. It would require hiore room, 
I fear, than you could afford, to adduce historical evidence in 
support of these * reasonings;' for so, with Mr. G.'s leave, 
pace tanti viri, I must call them. Let me only ask. Who 
supported the courts of high commission and the star cham- 
ber ? Who were the stanch advocates of all the arbitrary 
measures of the house of Stuart ? Who opposed the glori- 
ous revolution — but high churchmen 7 On the other hand, 
in all these instances, did not 1 ow churchmen and dissenters, 
as far as politics were concerned, unite heartily and co-op- 
erate vigorously ? The faithful records of history afford, on 
this subject, a series of most instructive facts, and warrant 
the strongest conclusions as to the tendency of high church 
principles. But while impartial men easily see the truth of 
these statements, it may not be so obvious to the most re- 
spectable and intelligent, whose minds are filled with the 
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prejudices of education, and excited by the heats of contro- 
versy ; and unhappily this has long been a subject of contro- 
versy. How can it be otherwise when high churchmen pro- 
claim that all the authority of the church is in their hands ? 
But as for us — our ministers, they say, are intruders into the 
sacred office ; our sacraments invalid ; our hopes unwar- 
ranted; and our meetings schismatical assemblages. In 
this state of things there will, and there ought to be, con- 
trover sy. The high churchmen will endeavor to support 
their dignity, and dissenters ought to maintain their rights, 
and * to stand fast in that liberty wherewith Christ has 
made us free.^ Yes, there must be controversy lohile c^tror 
vagant claims are put in on one side, and the spirit of reli' 
gious freedom exists on the other. But it may be asked, do 
not high churchmen declare that the effect of which I speak 
has not been produced on their rninds ; and do they not in- 
dignantly repel the charge made against their principles ? 
Undoubtedly they do, and, I admit, with the utmost sincerity. 
The reason is, without any very strong religious feeling, 
they are, in this country, under the influence of powerful 
counteracting causes. A man's opinions are the results of 
all the intellectual forces which bear on his mind. And, in 
a given case, to form any thing like a correct judgment re- 
specting the tendency of a particular sentiment, we must 
know all the circumstances which opefate on the under- 
standing. In the present age, a very great majority of our 
fellow-citizens are opposed to high church principles. And 
the current of public opinion in favor of liberty, civil and 
religious, is irresistible. The balance of the forces which 
press the mind is, therefore, in favor of the institutions of 
the country. But who can say that this would be the case, 
if a majority of the church held high church principles ? In 
England, notwithstanding many a hard struggle, the act of 
uniformity was not repealed until England had a Presbyte- 
rian king, and low churchmen got into power. The corpo- 
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ration and test acts could not be abolished until it was done 
bj dissenters and low churchmen. Who would not be 
sorely unwilling to trust their religious liberty with those 
who have power, and who sincerely believe that none but 
themselves are of the true church, or have ecclesiastical au- 
thor Uy ? I have never said or thought that any of my fel- 
low-Christians, of any denomination, are, in this age, un- 
friendly to the institutions of our country ; but I have said, 
and I do still believe, that high church principles are opposed 
to the genius of American institutions. And how far the 
leiven may work, who can pretend to say? The silent, 
steady, powerful operation of a moral cause, such as that cf 
religion, may, in this modification of it, produce results en- 
tirely unexpected, and undesired too, by any Christian now 
living in the United States. If the records of past time af. 
ford any ground for reasoning as to the future, I feel that I 
am justified in all that I have written on the subject. And 
feeling thus, I protest against the inference that I intended 
to excite odium against any denomination of Christians. I 
meant to show that particular sentiments, not necessary to 
constitute a man a genuine Episcopalian, ought to be re- 
nounced. I meant to do all in my power to insure their re- 
nunciation ; and this, in the full persuasion that the church 
would flourish more and be better able to do her part in the 
great work which must be done by American Christians, 
without these principles, than with them. Believe me, gen- 
tlemen, all persons of truly liberal minds can believe, that 
my chief concern as a minister of the gospel is, that the 
power of Christian truth may be felt, and the blessings of 
genuine religion may be enjoyed, by all in our own country. 
But this, I am persuaded, can never be the case while the 
form and manner in which the truth is communicated is re- 
garded as equally essential with the truth itself. * In Christ 
Jesus, neither circumcision availeth any thing nor uncir- 
cumcision, but a new creature.' " The correctness and judi-^ 
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ciousness of these remarks must be perfectly evident to every 
unprejudiced and truly republican mind : and here you have, 
expressed in language at once clear and forcible, the senti- 
ments of the writer upon this subject. 

III. The third particular which calls for our special no- 
tice at the present time is, the assertion of our author that 
the ministerial commission is the principle of unity in the 
church of God. On page 11 of " Enquiry," &c., he says, 
" Now, if these things are so, the inquiry is one of vast im- 
portance and the deepest interest. Wherein does uniti/ 
consist f What is the principle of unity in the one catholic 
and Apostolic church? We answer, the ministerial com- 
mission.'' Again, page 12 : "The result of the whole, then, 
is, that the ground of unity in the church is the ministerial 
commission, and by necessary consequence, all who violate 
this create a schism in the vi^^ible kingdom of Christ." 
This is placing the principle of unity where it is most evi- 
dent the Bible never placed it. It is wonderful how much 
wiser some divines have become than even the Apostles 
themselves! The Apostle Paul, writing to the Corin- 
thians, and wishing to heal those divisions which had ob- 
tained among them concerning certain ministers, never 
thought so far as to extol the ministerial commission ; but 
he sank the minister, and magnified the Lord Jesus Christ. 
1 Cor. i. 10-13 : " Now I beseech you, brethren, by the 
name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all speak the same 
things, and that there be no divisions among you ; but that 
ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind and the 
same judgment. For it hath been declared unto me of you, 
my brethren, by them which are of the house of Chloe, 
that there are contentions among you. Now this I say, 
every one of you saith, I am of Paul, and I of Apollos, and 
I of Cephas, and I of Christ : Is Christ divided ? Was Paul 
crucified for you ? or were ye baptized in the name of Paul V* 
Again, chap. iii. 3-7 : " For ye are carnal ; for, whereas 
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there is among you envying, and strife, and divisions, are ye 
not carnal, and walk as men 1 For, while one saith, I am of 
Paul, and another, I am of Apollos, are ye not carnal ? Who 
then is Paul, and who is Apollos, but ministers by whom ye 
believed, even as the Lord gave to every man ? I have plant- 
ed, and Apollos watered, but God gave the increase. So 
then, neither is he that planteth any thing, neither he that 
watereth, but God that giveth the increase." How very dif- 
ferent the Apostle's plan for uniting this church, from what 
any man of common sense, not to say an inspired individual, 
would have adopted, provided the ministerial commission is 
the principle of unity in the church of God. He does not 
mention the ministerial commission. He sinks the minister, 
and exalts Christ the Lord. This course he thought the best 
calculated to heal the differences and difficulties which ex- 
isted in that church, and to produce unity of feeling and 
effort. 

There are at least two very serious objections to account- 
ing the ministerial commission the principle of unity in the 
church. 

1. This commission is given to a comparatively small 
portion of the church. It is given, not to laymen, but to 
ministers ; and can it be possible that the principle of unity 
in the church is contained in that which belongs — not to the 
whole church — but to a very small portion of her members ? 
Such an idea should not for a moment be entertained. 

2. The ministerial commission ya275 to unite, while that 
which God has made the principle of unity in his church 
musty when possessed, bind that church together. Hence 
the true method of ascertaining in what consists the princi- 
ple of unity in the church, is, to find what are the graces 
which unite Christians to each other, and to Christ their 
living Head. It was by this method that the old divines 
came to the conclusion that love to God and the brethren, 
and a limilarity of faith upon all the essentials of Chris- 
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tianity, are the graces which, more than any other, contain 
the principle of unity in the church of God ; and we strongly 
suspect that the inspired Apostles were of the same opinion. 
They never so much as mention the ministerial commission 
as containing the least uniting power ; but they are continu- 
ally dwelling upon faith and love, as those graces which 
possess a uniting, binding force : so that, where they exist, 
the church is one with Christ, as the branch is united to the 
vine, or its members to the human body. But this is not 
the case with the ministerial commission ; where it exists it 
does not insure union. High churchmen hold that the pa- 
pists, as well as themselves, possess the ministerial commis- 
I sion. Are they therefore one united church ? Besides, not- 

withstanding their high pretensions in regard to this com- 
mission, there are sad divisions in the Episcopal church, 
both in England and in this country. We know that our 
author affects surprise that we should have asserted even 
that there are any differences of opinion in the Episcopal 
church, upon the divine right of Episcopacy. In his pam- 
phlet, entitled, " Remarks on Mr. Wisner's first Lecture," &c., 
he says : " He," Mr. Wisner, " stated that there were three 
parties in the Episcopal church, holding different opinions 
on the subject of Episcopacy. The first believing it to be 
a mere point of expediency ; — ^the second believing it to have 
divine sanction, but not exclusive ; — the third believing it 
to be both divine and exclusive of any other form of minis- 
try. His statement is erroneous in two respects. There 
are no parties in the Episcopal church on this subject, or on 
any other. The church is one, from Maine to Georgia ; not 
a bishop, clergyman, or congregation, that is not in full har- 
monious union with the whole." In his second pamphlet, 
entitled, ** Remarks on Mr. Wisner's second Lecture," &c., 
he says : " He," Mr. Wisner, " insisted that there were three 
parties in the Episcopal church. Can he tell us where, and 
who they are, and give any definite and tangible description 
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of them ? On what occasion do they manifest themselves — 
in our general or diocesan conventions, in our congrega- 
tions, in our Missionary and Bible societies? Has he ever 
witnessed or heard of a drawn contest on any question be- 
tween them ? If parties exist, it is easy to say where, and 
how. Assertions and names will not create them, if they 
have no actual being. The Rev. gentleman cannot fasten 
his stigma upon us." What we said upon the subject of 
different classes in the Episcopal church was, that 'Hhe 
Episcopal church in England, and to a greater or less ex- 
tent in this country, have ever been divided into three dis- 
tinct classes upon this subject ; of which, the exclusive-right 
class are, or if they are not now, have been, until very lately, 
by far the smallest. The first class are those who believe 
that the New Testament does not prescribe any particular 
form of government as binding upon the church, but it was 
led with her members to adopt such a form as they, under 
all the circumstances of the case, should deem most expe- 
dient." We mentioned as belonging to this class, ** Arch- 
bishops Cranmer, Grindal, Whitgifl, and Tillotson." To 
these we added a list of bishops and doctors. To show that 
we are entirely correct in our statement, we will here quote 
the opinion of Archbishop Whitgifl. In his book against 
Cartvvright, he says : *' I confess that, in a church collected 
together in one place and at liberty, government is neces- 
sary with the second kind of necessity ; but that any kind 
of government is so necessary that, without it, the church can- 
not be saved, or that it may not be altered into some other 
kind thought to be more expedient, I utterly deny. And the 
reasons that move me to do so be these : The first is, be- 
cause I find no one certain and perfect kind of government 
prescribed or commanded in the Scriptures, to the church 
of Christ ; which, no doubt, should have been done, if it had 
been a matter necessary to the salvation of the church. 
There is no certain kind of government or discipline pre- 
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scribed to the church ; but the sanie may be altered, as the 
prc^t of the churches requires. I do deny that the Scrip- 
tures do set down any one certain kind of government in the 
churches, to be perpetual for all times, places, and persons, 
without alteration. It is well known that the manner and 
form of government, used in the Apostolic time, and ex- 
pressed in the Scripture, neither is now, nor can, nor ought 
to be, observed ; either touching the persons or the functions. 
We see manifestly that, in sundry points, the government of 
the church used in the Apostles' time, is, and hath been of 
necessity, altered; and that it neither may, nor can be re- 
voked. Whereby, it is plain that any one kind of external 
government, perpetually to be observed, is nowhere in the 
Scripture prescribed to the church, but the charge thereof is 
left to the magistrate, so that nothing be done contrary to the 
word of God. This is the opinion of the best writers; nei- 
ther do I know any learned man of contrary judgment." 
This quotation is so plain as to need no comment. The 
second class, as we stated, " comprises those who believe 
that Episcopacy was sanctioned by the Apostles, and that 
it is necessary to the perfection of the church ; but who deny 
that it is necessary to her existence. These acknowledge 
other evangelical denominations to be true churches,- al- 
though deprived of the perfect ecclesiastical polity preferred 
and adopted by the Apostles." We find numbered with this 
class, among many other distinguished names. Archbishops 
Usher and Wake; Bishops Hall, Downham, Bancroft, An- 
drews, Forbes, Chilling worth, Hoadly, &c. To prove the 
existence of this class we will quote the opinion of Archbish- 
op Wake. In a letter to Le Clerc of the German school, he 
says : "I freely embrace the reformed churches, notwith- 
standing they differ in some respects from that of England. I 
could wish, indeed, that they had retained the moderate 
Episcopacy, freed from all unjust domination which obtains 
amcmg us ; 'and which, if I have any skill in judging upon this 
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subject, was received in the church from the Apostolic age. 
Nor do I despair of its being restored. If I should not^ee it 
myself, posterity will. In the mean time, I am far from being 
so uncharitable as to believe that any of those churches, on 
account of this defect — for so I must be allowed without in- J 

vidiousness to call it — ought to be cut of from our commu- 
nion : nor can I hy any means join with certain mad writers 
among us in denying the validity of their sacraments, and in 
calling in question their right to the name of Christian church" 
cs." Three things are noticeable, as being perfectly evident 
•from this quotation. 

1. That while Archbishop Whitgift held that " the form 
of government used in the Apostles' time, and expressed in 
the Scripture, neither is now, nor can, nor ought to be, 
observed,'* Archbishop Wake held, that " moderate episco- 
pacy," which, he judged, was received in the church from 
the Apostolic age, should, and would become universal in 
the churches. He says expressly, '' If I should not see it 
myself, posterity will." 

2. They both agree that the Episcopate is not necessary 
to the existence of a church, or the validity of sacraments. 

3. There is a class in the English church, whom Arch- 
bishop Wake calls " mad writers,* who deny the validity of 
the sacraments of other denominations, and question their 
right to the name of Christian churches. If this does not 
prove the existence of three classes in the English church, 
language can prove nothing. 

To show the existence of three classes in the American 
church, we quoted .Bishop White, of Pennsylvania. He 
says : " Now if even those who hold Episcopacy to be of 
divine right, conceive the obligation to it not to be binding, 
when that idea would be destructive of public worship, 
much more must they think so who indeed venerate and 
prefer that form as the most ancient and eligible, but with" 
out any idea of divine right in the case. This the author 
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believes to be the opinion of the great body of Episcopalians 
in America/' &c. We find mentioned in this extract two 
classes of Episcopalians. The one, and they by far the 
largest, denying the divine right of episcopacy, the other 
holding to its divine right, but admitting that under certain 
circumstances the obligation to it would cease. Now, if our 
author will allow, and with his own book before him he can- 
not deny it, that there are those who hold that episcopacy 
should not be dispensed with under any circumstances ; that 
without it there can be no true church, no valid ordinances, 
no authorized ministry, then we have proved conclusively 
the existence of these three classes in the American Episco- 
pal church ; and the reader may perceive the entire ground" 
lessness of our author's denial of the correctness of our 
statement upon this subject. 

Our author is not satisfied with denying the existence of 
these three classes, but he goes further and asserts, " There 
are no parties in the Episcopal church on this subject, or 
any other. The church is one from Maine to Georgia ; not 
a bishop, clergyman, or congregation that is not in full, 
harmonious union with the whole." Again : " If parties 
exist, it is easy to say where and how. Assertions and names 
will not create them if they have no actual being. The 
reverend gentleman cannot fasten this stigma upon us." 
And does not our author know that his church is divided 
into high and low church, into Puseyites and anti-Puseyitesf 
Has he never read some of the writings of his " bishops and 
other clercry " against the Oxford heresies ? Does he not know 
that the different parties in the Episcopal church are mar- 
shalled, and have a warm contest at the election of almost 
every bishop, and that these divisions frequently mnnifesl 
themselves in single congregations when they come to choose 
a rector ? Is he ignorant of the fact that the election of 
Bishop Hobart to the bishoprick in this state gave rise to 
heated controversy ? Does he know that, when Bishcp On- 

8 
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derdonk was elected assistant bishop to Bishop White of 
Pennsylvania, party lines were drawn, and controversial 
pamphlets and letters were published by Episcopalians upon 
the sabject ? Does our author know that Bishop McUvaine 
has had a '' drawn contest " with both the Bishop Onder- 
donks? 

To illustrate the wonderful harmony which has always 
msted in the Episcopal church, we will here introduce a 
few extracts from various controversial writings. In 1827, 
the Rev. Benjamin Allen, Rector of St Paul's Church, 
Philadelphia, wrote to Bishop Hobart as follows : '* In the 
year 1807 you were desirous of preventing the settlement of 
a particular clergyman in St. Ann's Church, Brooklyn. 
That clergyman had dared to differ with you. In the year 
1811 the Rev. Mr. Jones published a pamphlet, detailing a 
series of oppositions and persecutions experienced at your 
handS| because, as he states, ' he would not be subservient 
to your wishes.' The Rev. Dr. Du Cachet was so opposed 
by you, when seeking holy orders, that he was obliged to 
obtain those orders through the medium of another bishop ; 
and the Rev. Bishop Grisw<^d, for daring to ordain him, 
was subjected to your serious animadversions." The fact 
that this letter was occasioned by the controversy concern- 
ing the election of Bishop Onderdonk, assistant bishop of 
Pennsylvania, and that the party opposed charged Bishop 
Hobart with interfering to secure the election of Bishop 
Onderdonk, will sufficiently explain the following extracts. 
<* In my inmost soul I do honestly believe you (Bishop Ho- 
bart) to be the worst enemy of the liturgy, the greatest 

'Opponent to the spread of Episcopacy, and the certain 
author of entire ruin to our church, if your policy pre- 
vail. In every portion of the United States I have seen 

sand heard discontent and dissatisfaction concerning you. 
You are entitled * the Talleyrand,' *the would-be arch- 
bishop,' and every other name which can indicate the ex- 
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istence of a feeling which regards you as ambitious, inter- 
meddling, and determined to obtain power. Hardly a dio- 
cese is there, which does not expect it must ask your per- 
mission, as to who shall be bishop. Scarce a religious in- 
stitution but beholds you with dread. Again I repeat, you 
are unarmed with the civil power. Are not your notions, 
however, dangerous? Because our ears are safe, and you 
cannot touch any thing more than our characters, are we 
therefore to be content ?" Once more : " Are not your 
I sentiments concerning other denominations, giving them 

tj' over to the uncovenanted mercies of God, altogether con- 

I trary to those of Bishop White, declared by him to be coun- 

II ter to the formularies of the church of England, and con- 
II trary to those of the reformers? Were they not condemned 

by the House of Bishops in the reign of Queen Ann, as 
* strange conceits V Are they not precisely those, as to 
matters of church, held by the Jacobites or friends of the 
pretender, and again by the tories? Are they not senti- 
ments opposed to the whole of the policy, of the whole of 
the life, of the presiding bishop ? You (Bishop Hobart) are 
opposed, in your doctrines and views of polity, to the views 
of the church of England, of the Protestant Episcopal church 
in America, of the senior bishop of that church, of the re- 
formers, of the noble army of martyrs, of the primitive 
church, of the glorious company of Apostles, of the word of 
the most high God ; and this I mean to prove by a fair re- 
ference to your writings and doings, during the whole of 
your ecclesiastical career." In a pamphlet published in 
Philadelphia in 1827, upon the same controversy, entitled, 
" Review of the answer to the remonstrance sent to the 
bishop of the Protestant Episcopal church," we find the fol- 
- lowing : *' Where is the concord in sentiment between these 
gentlemen? (Bishop White and Dr. Onderdonk.) The 
former, during a life which has been fruitful in incident, 
which has witnessed every form of popular prejudice, which 
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has passed through scenes of civil re?olutioii, has not, dur- 
ing the whole lapse of his fourscore years, outraged the 
feelings of other denominations to so great an extent, as the 
latter has done by a solitary act — an act, the index of his 
career. Let any one read the expression of sentiments by 
Bishop White, whether in the pamphlets of '83, or the 
Chronicle of the Episcopal church, published in 1820, and 
compare them with the ultra opinions of the doctor. Be- 
hold the former, surrounded in his study by the representa- 
tives of every Christian communion, guiding the sacramental 
host to the Godlike work of dispensing the Bible to every 
cottage in the land. Then read what the latter says 
about such a union. Is the former to descend from this 
moral elevation 1 Are these bonds to be riven by views not 
recognized by the church of England, the Protestant Epis- 
copal church of America, or the inspired Volume ? Is the 
bishop to say to those with whom he walked in brotherly 
agreement fourscore years — over whose general institutions 
he has presided in harmony, &c., — * I have learned that you 
have no part in the gospel covenant V While just on the 
verge of the Jordan of death, is he to shake hands and part 
with those with whom he has reached that verge in concord ? 
Is he to tell them you are no portion of the flock of the 
Lord ? You will find mercy, doubtless ; but there is no 
covenanted mercy for you ! Will Bishop White do this ? 
Never ! " From these extracts, the hearer may judge to 
what a height party feeling and effort ran on the subject of 
the election of Bishop Onderdonk, as assistant bishop of 
Pennsylvania; and yet our author asserts, "There are no 
parties in the Episcopal church, on this subject or any other. 
The church is one from Maine to Georgia ; not a bishop, 
clergyman, or congregation, that is not in full, harmonious 
unipn with the whole." 

/^ In conclusion, we will quote a few extracts from a letter 
\of Bishop Mcllvaine of Ohio, dated Gambier, March 6, 1841 ; 
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and directed to Dr. Seabury, the editor of the Churchman. It 
was published in the Episcopal Recorder, and introduced by 
the editor of that paper, with the following remarks: *' Our 
i readers may be grieved with ourselves, to see and know the 

necessity for such a communication as the following from 
Bishop Mcllvaine. We are sorry to have our paper occupied 
f with evidences of such a state of things in the church, as are 

i given in these letters. The unholy and violent course which 

' has been pursued by the Churchman, and we are bound to 

say sanctioned, because unrestrained and uncontradicted by 
Bishop Onderdonk, has given pain and distress to many 
minds who are deeply concerned for the peace and welfare 
of the Episcopal church. We do not feel at liberty to re- 
fuse Bishop Mcllvaine the opportunity of self-defence in our 
columns, as he has been so unjustly assailed. But we feel 
( called upon to do no more, in connection with these discus- 

J sions, than to express our solemn conviction of the destruc- 

tive and guilty character and tendency of the course which 
has called for such a defence. The church will see, when 
ruptured and riven by the violence of this party, her peace 
destroyed, her truth overshadowed, her integrity broken, 
what has been the purpose of these movements on their part. 
To us it will be, then, as it is now, an abiding comfort that 
we labored for peace and truth ; and the responsibility of 
the result may rest where it belongs, on an ultra party ;_ 
who, by a bold and arbitrary course of denunciation of the 
men and of the truth of God, have thrown a peaceful body 
into CONVULSIONS and schisms.'' 

" Bishop Mcllvaine to the Editor of the Churchman. — I 
ask no other answer to your charge of ' almost heresy,' than 
that those who read what you have written will also read 
what I have written. But why, then, am I so pained and 
mortified ? Is it because such treatment and such opposi- 
tion from you, were unexpected? Alas, Dr. Seabury, I 
have known you too long aud too well, not to know just how 
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such truth — even what, in my view, is no other than ' the 
glorious gospel of the blessed God' — would be relished by 
you. I knew you would utterly despise, detest, and ridicule 
it, just as you have done ; and I have no idea that you have 
expressed all you feel with regard to it. Your hatred of 
such truth is, I have no doubt, even much greater than you 
have expressed. I say it feelingly, and solemnly; for I know 
the awfulness of such a state of mind ; and if I supposed you 
would deny it, were it not that I suppose you wish to be 
considered as in that state of mind, I would not thus lay it to 
your charge. But, as long as I thus understand the views 
and tastes which you avow, let me tell you seriously (not in 
the spirit of severity) that until there shall be reason to sup- 
pose that God has wrought a great, and what I should call a 
very blessed, change in your views, and tastes, and sympa- 
thies, when I shall publish any thing distinctive concerning 
the great matters of the gospel, especially, as to what a poor 
sinner must do to be saved, I shall feel much more confident 
that * I speak the truth as it is in Jesus,' if I find you loath- 
ing it, as you do my Charge, than if I find you praising it. 
But let us ask, again, why does your treatment so pain and 
mortify me ? I answer, because of the painful consideration 
that the Churchman is so widely regarded as representing 
the clergy of the diocese of New York, and especially be- 
cause it is * the official organ of the Bishop of New York, 
and is under his avowed general direction and supervision,* 
and therefore where it calls my charge * almost heretical,* 
it is the bishop of New York whom the bishop of Ohio must 
consider as thus speaking ; and where it ridicules the writ- 
ing of the bishop of Ohio as ' mere romance,' * not even 
founded on fact,* and as the work of a writer ' incompe- 
tent,' and as containing * a perversion of historical truth,' 
it is not merely Dr. Seabury w^ho is responsible, but his en- 
dorser and patron, and director and superior, his protector 
in these things. It is the bishop of New York, who is just 
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SO much the more responsible for these expressions and 
charges, as his influence in giving them weight was greater^ 
and so will he be held by the church, as well as by myself. 
However you may have meant it, when you place me in the 
company of Whitfield, Wesley, Newton, Scott, and Simeon, 
I by no means decline the honor. However I may differ 
from them in some things, I love and honor the whole group, 
and especially Newton, Scott and Simeon, as noble soldiers 
of Jesus Christ ; and God forbid that I should not feel hon- 
ored by such ridicule as places me by their side. Your 
charge against me of perverting historical truth, and of hav- 
1, ing made the * marvellous assertion ' that Bishop Bull in- 

i oculated so many of the best divines of the English and 

J American churches, down to Dehon and Hobart, with the 

1 views of Socinianism, will be noticed in another letter. 

Meanwhile, I am yours truly, 

" C. P. McIlvaine." 

This looks very much like there being " no parties in 
the Episcopal Church on this subject or any other " — like 
" the church being one from Maine to Georgia ; not a Bishop, 
Clergyman, or Congregation, that is not in fully harmonious 
union with the whole.'* Besides these testimonies, is our 
author uninformed of the fact, that the friends of Q|^rd, 
and those who are opposed to the papal dogmas of that 
school, are marshalling their forces for a great and decisive 
battle, both in the old world and the new ?* Can it be pos- 
sible that our author is entirely ignorant of these matters, or 
does he suppose that he has to deal with an infant or an 
idiot, and may make bold assertions which have no founda- 
tion in fact, without having them exposed and corrected ? 

*#The reader will bear in mind that this paper was prepared be- ; 
fore the ordination of Mr. Arthur Carey by Bishop Onderdonk, and / 
of course before the occurrence of the dissensions growing out of' 
that event. 
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In conclusioD we would ask. Is it not abundantly evident 
that the ministerial commission cannot contain the principle 
of Unity in the church of God, when the very denomination 
who make such high pretensions, in regard to this commit- ^ 

sion, are so far from being a united body ? The truth is» i 

those graces which unite the church, are similarity of faith > 1 

tn all the essentials of Christianity , and love to God and the 
brethren. Where these exist, there will be, there must be, j 

union. The Lord grant that these graces may become uni- , 

versal, for his name's sake ! ^ 
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TO THE READER. 



Thece are a few passages in the following Letter, of greater severity 

than, perhaps, would be jastifiable under other circumstances. The 

Author felt that the character of Mr. Windsor's Letter to him was such 

as to demand, imperiously, just such an answer as he has given . When 

y the course of a gospel minister is associated with that of Voltaire — 

when he is charged not only with contradicting the Bible, but with so 

'.. presenting his views, that <' it must be forever a matter ol absolute 

] uncertainty how far he admits the Scriptures to he an insptretl record of 

facts'* — when he Is grossly misrepresented, in being made to appear to 

have acted the part of a knave in citing his authorities — then, surely, a 

reply, marked by great plainness and some degree of severity, is 

V demanded. 

-^ Lockport, March 20, J 844. 
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LETTER 



Rev. and Dear Sir : — 

Your truly interesting and very brotherly letter is before 
me. I should judge from its style and spirit that you felt not 
a little excited while writing iti The blood seems to have 
coursed through your veins somewhat more rapidly than usu- 
al. I advise you, my dear sir, to keep calm ; for I have long 
since learned that hard names, and opprobious epithets are as 
harmless as the grass thro\i«i by the old man in the fable. 
[ Your letter is very far from being a candid and thorough 

i^ review of my argument on Prelacy and Parity. It is a com- 

f pound of Misrepresentations and ill-digested Sophisms, which 

I skim the surface and scarcely touch the great points in dis- 

pute. This assertion I intend to make good by a brief review 
of the prominent points mentioned therein. 
! After an introduction somewhat oily, whose oleaginous prop- 

erties however, are soon swallowed up in a profusion of oil of 
vitriol, you open your communication to me with the case of 
Bishop White. I have no disposition to spend any more time 
on this Bishop. You present nothing of importance in your 
letter, which you have not written before, and which 1 have 
I not answered in my published Lectures. (Lecture viii. page 

I 124 — 127.) If the public will only read what we have both 

i|^ written on this point, I have no fears for the result. I would, 

however, before leaving this part cff the subject, just mention 
the fact ihat you have entirely neglected to notice a quotation 
which I made from Bishop White, and which, as I think, goes 
far to settle (his whole question. It is his opinion of the dea^ 
consbip, as expressed in a letter to Bishop Hobart. Hesavs; 
A2 
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'^But can it be imagined that an order, instituted for the pur* 
pose of serving tables, should, in the very infancy of its ex* 
istence, have the office of the higher orders in the ministry, 
committed to them ? I do not deny either the right or the 
prudence of allowing what has been subsequently allowed to 
this lowest order of the Clergy. All that I contend for, is, 
that, at the first institiUion of the order f there could have been 
no difference between them and laymen in regard to the preach^ 
i^g <tf '^^ ^^^^ ^^ ^^ administering of the SacrasnentsJ^ 
Here, Bishop White declares it to be his opinion that dea- 
cons, under the Apostolic appointment, had no more power to 
preach and baptise than laymen. Yoti aay — p. 9<of letter-*- 
<<Now you tell us that <a»he (Bishop White) was the father of 
the Episcopal Church in the United States, his opinions ought 
to have great weight with the sons of the prelacy.' This is 
capital advice and we thankfully receive it. His opinions 
hAve great weight with us." I trust, dear sir, that you will 
let this opinion of Bishop White concerning the deaconship 
•» have great weight with you." But,. pi«y» is this the opinion 
of high Churchmen, — of jure-divino, exclusive, Episcopaliassl 

In regard to the invit^Uion, which you have given me several 
times during this discussion, to^ retract what I have written 
concerning the opinions of Bishop White, together with your 
ascription of my refusal to a want of candour — I have only 
this reply : when I am convinced that I am in error, it will be 
time enough to appoint *• your Reverence" my "father con- 
fessor." 

You next take up the Apostleship of Matthias. I have, in my 
lectures, given it as my opinion that the election of Matthias 
to the Apostleship to supply the place of Judas, was an un- 
authorised act, and void, ab initio. Here, mark, the position 
is — not that Matthias was not elected by the disciples to supply 
the place of Judas — nor that he was not numbered with the 
Apostles — but, that this election took place without divine 
authority — and that Matthias was numbered with the Apostles, 
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by the dfscif les, andnot by Christ. My reasons for this opinion 
may be found in my fbiM*tb Lecture^ p. 73% They are as fol- 
.fews : 

I. Our Lord, daring the time be spent with his disciples^ 
after ])is resurreation, led no» directions with them to fill 
the place of iudas. If be bad> done so, Feter would have 
referred to thoee directions^ instead of quoting a prophecy, 
which, while it showed that that vacancy was to be filled, 
gave no authority to the dl^iples to fUl it. You ask roe (p. 
10) " How do you certainly know this V^ — that Christ left 
no autharity with his disciples, ^c. ** How can you know 
it ? They had been much in the society of their Divine 
Master who had doubtless given then* mariy instructions not 
on records This may have been one of these instructions." 
Now, sir, X have, as you perceive, answered these inquiries in 
the latter part of tbe same paragraph in which the opinion 
itself is stated;. This- answer you have not seen fit to notice. 
I infer that Christ left no such directions, from the fact that 
Peter made no reference to any thing of the kind in his speech 
delivered just before the election took place. How natural 
for him, if »ich directions were given, to mention them as 
tbe reascm for proceeding to the act : but, instead of this, he 
quotes a propbeey, which, so (ar as I can perceive, does not 
contain a single clause communicating to them authority to 
appoint an Apostle to supply the place of Judas» 

2. Instead of directing his disciples to make an Apostle, 
Christ charged them to wait at Jerusalem until they should be 
endowed with power froni« on high. From this direction, it 
would appear that Christ thought his disciples unprepared for 
any important official act, unti! the Spirit had been poured 
upon them from on high. 

3. This appointment took place before the promised spirit 
was bestowed, on the day of Pentecost. I have assumed, in 
this discussion, tbe ground generally taken by commentators, 
that the Apostles were not inspired until the Pentecostal effiision 
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of the Spirit. You meet me with thre assertion that they were 
inspired before — that Christ communicated to them, the spirit 
of inspiration when he breathed on them and said *' Receive 
ye the Holy Ghost.^' Now, sir, iif you can make good this 
assertion, I must yield tl>e controversy, so far as it regards the 
Apostleship of Matthias. If your position is correct, 1 have 
been contending against the Word and Spirit of God, sure 
enough. But I trust that, upon this point, I am at home and 
ready to- receive you. I have not assumed this ground with- 
out much careful thought. I argue that the Apostles were 
not inspired until thedescent of the Spirit on the day of Pen- 
tecost, 

1.* From such passages as these: John xvi. 7. *' Neverthe- 
less, I tell you the truth: it is expedient for you that I go away: 
for, if 1 go not away, the Comforter will not come unto you.'' 
Verses 12—15, ** 1 have yet many things to say unto you, tut 
ye cannot bear them now. Hpwbeit, when He, the Spirit of 
Truth, is come, he will guide you into all truth ; for He shall 
not speak of himself, but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall 
He speak ; and he will show you things to come. He shall 
glorify me, for be shall receive of mine, and shall show it unto 
you. All things that he bath are mine: therefore said I th?tt 
he shall take of mine and shall show it unto you." John xiv. 
25, 26. — ** These things have I spoken unto you, being 
yet present with you: but the Comforter, who is the Holy 
Ghost, whom the Father will send in my name, He shall 
teach you all things, and bring all things to your remem- 
brance, whatsoever I have said unto you." From these pas- 
sages we fearn the office-work of the Spirit, here spoken 
of. He was to guide the disciples into all truth, show them 
things to come, teach them all things and bring all things 
that Christ had said to their remembrance. Pray, what can 
this spirit be but the Spirit of Inspiration ? 

Again, this Scripture teaches that the Spirit of which it 
speaks was not to come, until Christ should ««go away*? from 
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Earth to Heaven. He was to depart, in order that he might 
send him. It foliows, therefore, that Christ, when he breathed 
upon the Apostles, and said ^< Receive ye the Holy Ghost,'' 
could not have oommanicated to them the Spirit of Inspira* 
tion ; for he waa still on earth ; he had not yet ascended on 
high. Besides, so far are our best commentators from believ- 
ing that the Spirit of Inspiration was bestowed by. this aet of 
the Saviour, that they hold it to have conferred the Spirit in 
no sense whatever. It was an official parting act of the Master 
towards his Apostles, which looked prospectively to the out- 
pouring of the Spirit, upon: the day of Pentecost. Rev. Mr. 
Barnes say8,'upon this passage — **Receive ye the Holy Ghost" 
— *• This was given them as a certain sign or pledge that they 
should be endowed with the influences of the Holy Spirit. — 
Compare Acts 1, 4. ch. ii.'' 

The Kpiseopal Bloomfield, whose high authority you cer- 
tainly must respect, in bis Critical Notes- on the Greek Tes- 
tament, remarks on this verse, as follows: ^'Enephasase,'' He 
breathed on them. ^ This we are (with the best oommentators) 
to regard as a symbolical acti^n^ by which our Lord was pleas- 
ed to confirm and illustrate (by a significant sign, comp. sup. 
iii. 8) the promise before made: for, " labete ogion," *• Re- 
ceive ye the Holy Ghost," can only be understood as a present 
prwiuse of & future benefit^ which should very shortly be com- 
municated, namely, on the day of Pentecost, when it was 
forraaUy and substantially irommunicated." Commentators 
might be cited upoa this point to almost any extent ; but these 
ares ufliQient. Bloomfi'eld, so far as I know, is one of the most 
able, critical, and popular eommentatora of the Episeopal 
Church; and Barnes has, for the most part, succeeded admira- 
bly in giving the common sense and oommonly received e3rpo<^ 
sitions of those Scriptures upon which he treats. 

2. I shall mention but one passage more as going tosustain 
this view of the time when the Apostles received theSpirit of 
Inspiration; it is Luke ^xiv, 49k^-^«*And behold I send the 
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promise of my Father upcm tou ; but, tarry ye io the city of 
Jerusalem until ye be endowed with power from on bigh."~ 
The promise of the Father, as all admit, was the Holy Spirit 
of God ; and the power from on high was the power commu- 
nicated by that Spirit. Now, one of the most elevated pow- 
ers of the Spirit is that of Inspiration : but they were not to 
receiye these powers until aHer the departure of their Lord 
and Master. He was to send the promise of his Father, and 
they were to tarry at Jerusalem until they should be endowed 
with power from on high. 

This argument might be extended much farther ; but 1 
trust enough has already been said to convince any reflecting 
mind that I have not been hasty in adopting my view of this 
subject. I am sustained in it both by the Scriptures and by 
the united testimony of the ablest commentators. From this 
view of the subject, the christian public may judge with what 
jbstness you apply to me the following remarks : *' Prior ta 
this, (the day of Pentecost,) you must admit tl^e Apostles to 
be inspired men — so inspired as to be incapable of commit- 
ting any serious error. But you do not admit this. If this 
is your way of dealing with the Scriptures, i see not how 1, 
or any one else, can meet you on the comnK>n ground of the 
Bible. '^ P. 14 : **\ am, of course, led to doubt how far you 
believe in the inspiration, not only of the Apostle, (whose act 
you say was unauthorized,) hut of the Sacred narrative itself. 
I say it must be forever a matter of absolute uncertainty to 
the readers of your book how far you admit the Scriptures to 
be an inspired record of facts," We have seen **Tlie 
Beauties of Byron," " The Beauties of Scott," « The Beau- 
ties of Milton," and here are The Beauties of Windsor. 
Such aspersions as these of another's character, proceeding 
from ignorance of biblical criticism, cannot fail to procure 
for you the contempt of the intelligent and candid portion of 
your own denomination. 

Having, as I think, shown conclusively that the Apostles 
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were not bsplrecl until the outpouring of the Spirit oh the day 
of Pentecost, it follows that^ prior to this time, we have an 
undoubted right to examine their opinions and conduct, just 
as we would examine the opinions -and donduct of other unin^ 
spired men. If ai man, under the inspiration of God, advances 
a dootf ine or performs an act, all controversy as to its cof'^ 
rectness is at an end ; the evidence of its truth or propriety 
consists in the fact of his inspiration $ it is found within 
himself. But, when uninspired men advance sentiments and 
perform acts, we must look out of themselves fer evidence 
that they are right and divinely a'uthori2M9d. This, as we 
have shown, was the case with the Disciples when they ]>ro- 
ceeded to elect Matthias to the Apostleiriitp. It appears from 
the narrative, that this matter was introdneed by Peter : and 
pray, where does he go for his authority ? Not to any 
instructions left with the college of Apostles by their Lord 
and Master : he does not pretend that they ever had received 
any such instructions. If Peter Iftid said, ^< Men and breth* 
ren, we all well remember that our Blessed Saviour, while 
he was yet with iHi, enjoined it upon us, as soon as consbtent, 
to elect one of our number to supply the* vacancy made in 
the Apostolic College by the defection and death of Judas, 
and, in my opinion, the time has fully arrived when we should 
give our attention to ihts matter" — or words to that effect— ^ 
this affair would have presented a very different aspect But, 
instead of this, he goes to the book of Psalms for his author- 
ity. The words which he quotes, and upon^ which he seems 
to rely, as recorded in Acts, lure, ** L^t this habitation be 
deaolatet and let no man dwell therein ; and his bishopric let 
another take." This passage teaches only the two fgllowtDg 
facts: 

1. That Judas should fell from his high station as an 
Apostle, and become a miserable outcast. 

2. That his place in the Aposti4ic College should be sup- 
plied. 
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^ Wlier«t I ask, in thk pilfage, do yoa find ereD a aiiiglo 
word that will admil of such « coostraelkm as aoUiorizes Um 
Disciples to fill this facancy. I caa pefoeiYe nothing of the 
kind But periiapsyoit will here enquire with empheais, as 
you do in your lettw, (p. 11,) " What ! do you place your- 
self before the Apostle Peter, as an interpreter of the sacred 
prophets V^ Pennit me to answer this question by asking 
another. Do you place yourself before some of the most 
eminent Bishops in the Episcopal churdi, as an interpreter 
of the sacred prophets I If not, would you, on that aioeeont, 
open your mouth like a yeong robin* and take down what* 
ever they pleased to present, without examintng it for your* 
self ? *« Ah, but they are not inspired," say you. Neither, 
at that time, was Peter. 

You ask me the very difficult question, ^ If the electbn of 
Matthias was entirely unauthorized, because there are no 
written instructions Erecting them to this act, then, 1 ask, 
was their ordination of the* seven deacons also unaBthorized4 
for, neither are there any directions concerning that act V^ 
The simple answer to tbi» question is, that the one took plaee 
before they were iftspired, the other,, afterwards. 

4. A fourth reason offered for the opinion that the 
appointment of Matthias to the apostleship waa unauthorized, 
is, that there was no visible manifestation of the ratification 
of the net by Jehovah himself, as we may naturally soppocs 
would have been the case, in that age of the church, in so 
important and solemn a transaction, if it had been authorized 
byOod. 

5. We hear notliingof Matthias as an AtMwtle aftmr his 
appointment* To this position you oppose two argumenlft— ' 
so sage «nd weighty that I tremble lest they give my poor 
cause '^piece-meal to the hovling winda'^ On page 11, we 
read as follows : *< You farther say, we hear nothing of 
Matthias as an Apostle after this transaetioii. You admit of 
course that without Matthias, at the time we are now contem- 



plating, there wefe but eleven apostles* Jud«s \Tas dead : 
Saol bad net yet been oonterted. We have an account of 
that couverbton in the is. chapter of Acts." I most certainly 
admit all this, *• Now," you eontinQe, *• before this, in the 
vi. chapter, we read : * Then the twelve called the multitude 
of the disciples to them, and said, &c. (v. 5.) whom they set 
before the Apostles ; and when they had prayed* they laid 
their hands on them.' (v. 6.) This is an account of the ordt^ 
nation of the seven deacons. There were twelve Apostles 
engaged in the act. Remember, according to the order of 
the sacred narration, Saul was not yet converted.'' (Yes, 
sir, 1 will try to remembbr.) ** Naw, you tell us there were 
eleven ; that Matthias was not an Apostle. Again, you and 
Scripture are at variance." We shall see presently if the 
Scripture and myself are at variance. 

This argument of yours, (if indeed it deserves to be dig- 
nified by that name,) consists of two parts. 1. You argue 
that Matthias was an Apostle, because, after his election, the 
Apostolic college was designated by the appellation, »* The 
twelve" — showing that their number consisted of twelve. 
Now, this I do not deny. Luke says expressly, *^ he was 
numbered with the Apostles" ; and, as there were eleven 
^before, Matthias made up tlie number twelve. But it is a 
pretty important question, who numbered him with the Apos- 
tles. Did Christ do it 1 or the disciples 1 Evidently the 
latter ; and, as we have endeavored to show, without any 
authority from God. 

If you will show Matthias' name, or person, connected with 
any act or duty peculiar to the Apostleship^—an act of such 
a nature as to show that God approved of his appointment — 
then will I yield the point/and confess myself in error. But, 
sir, until you can do this, what does it avail to be continually 
ringing, through all the changes of the octave, " the twelve /" . 
"THE twelve]!." "THE TWELVE!!!"— as though these 
words possessed some mysterious, secret power, cnpable of 
B 



L i« J. 

were a///^} Prolxiblj not only the apo8llet,but also the 120 
mentioned tn ch. L 15.'^ 

I think. Rev. Sir, that you must foy this time perceive that 
if ALL and EIACH make Matthias an Apostle, they also 
make the 120 Apostles. I should advise the <> Only true 
Church'^ to keep you employed hunting up A peetles; foff 
while preparing your work on the Ministerial Commiission, 
you found 26 ; and during the preparation of your letter to 
me, you have found 12(^ in one company. 

Unless you can meet my position with more formidable 
objections than " TWELVE," " ALL," *' EACH," you 
had better strike your colors and surrender at once. ' 

6. The last argument urged against the validity of Mat- 
thias' appointment to the Apostleship, was, thai, in due time, 
the Lord Jesus Christ himself came down from Heaven and 
appointed Paul to the Apostleship, as we think, to fill the 
place of Judas. Upon this point you remark in your letter, 
(p. 9,) "Bat I should be glad to know how you got your 
information, that it was the design of Christ, in calling St. 
Paul to the Apostleship, ^ to fill the vacancy made hy the 
defection of Judas, ^ Where isr this stated in Holy Scripture, 
either directly or indirectly ? No where. What authority, 
then, have you for making the assertion ? None whatever. 
The plain truth is, you reject the account which the Bible 
gives, in the first chapter of the Acts of the Apostles, where 
we are expressly told that Matthias was chosen.^ to fill the 
vacancy made by Judas." Again, (p. 10,) *«The Bible 
informs us that Matthias was chosen to fill the vacancy made 
by the defection of Judas : you tell tis St. Paul was diosen 
for this purpose. Do you not, then, contradict the Bible ? 
As certainly as that two and two make four." Now, Sir, 
here are most grave and serious charges : and we shall see 
by what means they are sustained. You charge me wHh 
rejecting the account which the Bible gires in the first chap- 
ter of the Acts of the Apostles:— with contradicting the Bible, 
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** as eerUimly «• that two and two nmk^ four,'^ And, pray, 
what evidence do you produce ? You say that '< the Bible tn- 
fof ms us that Matthias was chosen to fill the vacancy, made by 
the defection and death of Judas" — and that I affirm that ^St. 
Paul was chosen for this." Do you not know that both of 
these positions may he true ? 

It is certainly correct that the Bible states that Matthias 
was elected to fill the place of Judas : nor have I ever denied 
it. But, was he chosen by ChristT or by the disciples? You 
know it was the latter; and you likewise know, that my posi- 
tion, from the first. Has been that this election by the disciples, 
for reasons stated above, was an unauthorized act. Let us 
state this thing as it is, and see whether my statement contra- 
dicts the Scriptures. The Bible says that the disciples elect- 
ed Matthias to supply the place of Judas. I say that, in due 
time, Christ came from heaven and appointed Paul to the 
Apostleship, as I think, to fill the place of Judas: or, to make 
the matter still more evident,^ — the Bible says that the disci- 
ples elected Matthias to fill the pl&ce of Judas; and I am of 
the opinion, as this act took place before the Spirit of Inspi- 
ration was poured upon the disciples, and for various other 
reasons already mentioned, that it was unauthorized: and 
I further say that in due time Christ came from heaven and 
appointed Paul to the Apostleship, a* I think, to supply the 
place of Judas. Now, sir, I ask you, and I ask the Christian 
public, is here any contradiction of the Bible 1 tf your cause 
requires such "garbled" and grossly injurious statements of 
the positions taken by an opponent, as ^ou have given in this 
instance, its case must be desperate indeed. 

You ask me how 1 know that Christ appointed Paul to the 
Apostleship, in the place of Judas ? I do not certainly know: 
I never pretended to know. The phraseology used, was not, 
as I know, but, " as 1 think ;" L e., it is simply my opinion. If 
you wish to ascertain upon what that opinion is founded, I can 
inform you in just three remarks: 
B^ 
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1. I hold, and have stated it it in my Lecitnee, that the 
Apoetolic College was limited hy the Lord Jesue Gbrtst to 
twelve. 

2. When Paul was appc^nted to the Apostleship, he must 
have been appointed to fill some one of these chairs. 

& There was, at that time, no chair vacant but that of 
Judas. 

It follows, therefore, that Paul must have been appoiated to 
supply the place of Judas. After this full statement of my 
views upon theapostleehip of Matthias, our readers may judge 
to what purpose you are continually harping upon this case. 

Yo\i have appeared to roe determined to take him by force 
and make him an Apostle. 

*On p. 15 you say, "Arch-Bishop Whately is generally 
regarded as a very inconsistent ChurchnMin by us." Pray, 
why is he so regarded! Simply because he lias seen Hi to 
differ with you, upon your exclusive doctrines. You say I 
style him a " High Churchmav^^ " because it suits" my "pur- 
pose to do 80." Sir, this is untrue. I no where style Bishop 
Whately a High Churchman. Will you please point out the 
place in my work where any such thing is said ? I know 
not, my dear sir, what apology to o^r for your assertions, 
which have no foundation in truth, unless it can be found in 
the evidently hasty manner in which your letter was prepared. 
Rumor saye that a large portion of it sprang up, like a mush- 



* It will be seen that I have passed unnoticed your remarks on mjr 
review of what you have written in your origidai work, on the subject 
of Ministerial Mediatorsk^. I have done this because it is an individual 
matter which does not enter into the bone and marrow of this contro- 
versy. Were it a matter of sufficient importance to demand the time, 
and the space in these pages, it would be easy to show that I have^ nei- 
ther misstatedi nor misrepresented yaur language — that my reasonings,, 
based upon it, are perfeetly fair, and my coneluiions such as you can 
never evade. The idea that Ministers of the Gospel are, in any sense^ 
appointed **to metUaU between Christ and the world'* is an idea drank 
in 'with the nftlk of the Fapal Church; and it k high time that thoee^ 
professing to l>e ** Protestants,*' werf euHrely weaned from such Papal 
dogmas^ 
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room, in a nmgle ni^^ wad, ffooi its whole s^tpearance, one 
would conclude that its growth bad been forced in a hotbed 

The way yoc^pass over naj review of your Greek criticisms 
i9 not a little curknis. You «ay, (p. 18s) **0a the question 
of the Greek phnt&e which you cfiticise with a *mirabile 
dictu^ astonishmeDt, I simply refer you to the second editk>n 
of my work, where you will find my original position fully 
sustained.^' Agauj you say, (p. 20) " As to my knowledge of 
the Greek language, on which you are disposed to be some- 
what witty, JLS I before said, that will be better judged of in 
the ample proof 1 adduce in the notes to the second edition of 
my work, on the significatton of the two terms ^Dia and 
Meta.' " 

This, sir, is somewhat of a novel way to beat a. retreat, 
if you have. a reply to my remarks on this point, in which 
you have confidence, and which you are willing to submit to 
the review of |jny pen, you were bound, by every controver- 
sial law, to insert it in your letter. How easy for vou to 
have done this : but, instead of that, you refer me to an 
unpublished book, or, at least, a' book the '* toherahotUs'^ of 
which I have not been able to ascertain. Was any thing like 
this ever before heard of in the annals of controversy I 
Permit me to enquire, Rev. sir, where is the second edition 
of your work I Is it in this village 1 I sent to your book- 
seller, and he informed me that he knew nothing about such 
a work. Is it in Rochester 1 or in New York city I If it is 
in the latter place, my word for it, it will prefer a city to a 
country residence — until ^ou and I shall have completed the 
present controversy. 

Oa the subject of Timothy, you have added nothing of 

importance to what you have said in your previous argument, 

and which I review most fully m my second lecture on the 

-apostleship. • 

You remark, [p. 20,] "You say, 'it is evident that the 

'eleven disciples acted as Appetles la the New Testament 
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Chureb, under the very appoinfment which they, in camfuc- 
tion with JmkiSy had receiYed from the Lord before bis cniei- 
fixion.' 1 did not deny that the Apoetles were appointed to 
their office, together with Judas, whec they were first chosen 
and sent : on thecontraryt I expressly said so ; and then gave 
sereral conclusive proofs from scripture to show that Apes- 
tleship was temporary -— expired by its own limitation. — 
These were the proofs — nol one of which you have thought 
best to notice : Tbey were to go over the cities of Israel, 
but not into any city of the Samaritans, nor in the way of 
the Gentiles. They were to preach the kingdom of heaven 
was at hand." The plain reason why I did not notice this 
argument in my published Lectures^ was, that I consiJered it 
so weak as not to deserve a notice. But, sir, I will now 
endeavor to notice it to your entire satisfaction. 1 will first 
try -to make you see the force of my position and argument, 
and then answer yours. 

I take the position that the Apostleship was conferred upon 
the eleven by the Commission which they received, in con- 
nection with Judas ; that they never received any other 
Apostolical Commission, but that they acted under this Com- 
mission in the New Testament Church ; that the Commission 
which they received from their Lord and Master, just before 
he ascended to heaven, was purely presbyterial. You assume 
the position, that both these Commissions were Apostolical ; 
that there were two Apostleships ; one, that was ** temporary 
— expired by its own limitation ;" and one that is perpetual. 

A strong argument in favor of the position I assume, is 
drawn from the account we have in Acts, of Matthias' election 
to the Apostleship. Nor, for our present purpose, is it of 
any importance to decide whether this election was divinely 
authorized. The simple question is, whether the Disciples 
flnderstood that they were to act as Apostles in the New 
Testament Church, under the Ministerial Commissk>n, or 
under that Commission which they received together with 



Judas. Luke inforins as very explfcttly» thai the Discii^e^ 
elected Matthias to supply |he place ia the Apostolic College 
which was left vacant by the defectixm and death of Judas, 
This you admit, and have attempted to chastise me severely, 
becaufie, as you alledged, I denied it. You inuet also jadrait 
tlmt Judas was never appointed to the permcmeni Apoetlesliip ; 
for he died before the Ministerial Commission waa given. . It 
is> likewise true> according to your view^ that the eleven 
Apostles were not, at thijat time, members of what you please 
to call the *' temporary Aposileship." , Now, sir, what do we 
learn from all this ] You and I are in the habit of drawing 
inferences : let us deduce a couple from this subject : 

1. We infer that Matthias was elected to an entirely 
different Apostleship from ihat which tiie eleven occupied. 
2. That Matthias was elected to an expired Apostleship ; 
one that had, some time before, ceased io exist. Rev. »ir, 
are you willing to abide these consequences ? 

Now, upon the principle I have assumed, and whicli I 
believe the Bible clearly teaches, we have no such difHculties. 
There was but one Apostleship, and but one Commission 
to Apostleship. The Apostles acted as such in the New 
Testament Church, under the very same Commission which 
they received in connection with Judad ; and they appointed 
Matthias to the chair left vacant by Judas in the same Apos*- 
tleship. 

Now, sir, I will proceed to answer your argument in favor 
of the alledged fact, that what you would call xhejirsi Apos.- 
tleship *• Expired by Us own limitation," You say, **These 
are the proots. They were to, go over the cities of Israel, 
but not into any city of the Samaritans, nor in the way of 
the Gentiles." This might be tolerable, proof, if it had hap- 
pened to form any part of the Apostolical Commission \ but, 
very unfortunately for your argument, it does not« Tliese 
words form a part of the instructions which the I^ord Jesus 
Christ gave the twelve Disciples some time aiter their 



•ppoiiitmeBt to ^e Apottlaship, just before be seat them otif 
iip6ii a special mission, rbe duties of wbich mwsion had no- 
necessary eoneection with the Apostleship. 

Yoa win at cmce perceiTe that this general statement 
divides itself into three parts. 

1. The words which you quote as your argument, are^ 
not found in the Apostolical Commission. I mean, of coarse, 
by the Apostolical Commission, that which was given to the 
Apostles in connection with Judas. This commission is con- 
tained in Luke vi. 13 — 16 : »* And when it was day he call- 
ed unto liim his disciples ; of whom he chose twelve whom« 
he also named Apostles," &c. Mark iii. 13 — 15 : *« And he 
goeth up into the mountain, and he calleth unto him whom he 
would ; and they came unto him. And he ordained twelve,, 
that they should be with him, and that he might send them 
forth to preoch, and to have power to heal sicknesses and to 
cast out devils." Now, in Ibis Commission, we bear noth- 
ing about their being appointed "to go over the cities of 
Israel, but not into any city of the Samaritans, nor in the 
way of the Gentiles." They were appointed— I. To be 
with Christ, most of the time while on earth ; and thus, by 
being eye and ear witnesses of what he said and did, become 
qualified to bear testimony of him. 2. They were, in pro- 
cess of time^ to be sent forth by him to preach the Gospel. 
3d. They were to have the power to work miracles. 

•3r. Tlie words which you quote, as containing your argu- 
ment, form a part of the instructions which Christ gave the 
twelve disciples sometime after their appointment to the Apos- 
tleship, and ju5t before he sent them upon a special mission. 
Tills Will be evident to any who will refer to the Scriptures 
where they are contained. Matt. x. 1 : •• And when he had 
ctiWed unto him his twelve disciples, he gave them power 
ogainst unclean Spirits, to cast them out, and to heal all 
n-wnner of sicknesses and all manner of diseases." V. 5 : 
** These twelve Jesus sent forth and commanded them, say- 



is^gt go &t»t iplolfaa way of t)i0 Gi^iil«8| mui ii^p i^y city 
of the Samaritoas eoler ye not.'' Here it k perfectly evi* 
^ant, from the phraseolc^y of the iirst sente&ce of the fir^ 
verse, <«And whea he b^ui called uoto hifli hk twelve diset- 
ple9»^ that the twelve were Qomnii^ioned previoos to thk 
time; Mark vi. 7. : *^ And he called unto him the twelve, 
and began to send them forth two and two," d^c. Here mark, 
they were the Htfelte, before he called them unto him 5 and, 
of course, must have received their Apostolic appointmem 
before. 

The same thing is evident from the relative position which 
the two narratives sustain to each other, in tha Gospel of 
Mark. We find the appointment to Apostleship in chapter 
third of that Gospel, and the account of this special mission 
is not given until the sixth chapter. These considerations go 
to show, that the two acts were entirely separate, and took 
place at different periods of time. 

3. The duties of this mission had no necessary connec- 
tion with Apostleship. This I prove by the fact that tl>e 
same powers were granted to the seventy as to the twelve : 
they were sent out in the same manner, and to discbarge the 
same duties. This will be evident to any one who will take 
the trouble to compare Matt. x. ch., Mark vi. 7—13, Luke L\. 
I — 6, with Luke x. l—l^. HeiKe, it follows, that the Apos- 
tles might have exercised and discharged these duties, had 
they never received Ihc^ Apostolic Commission. The truth 
is, that tiiese endowments were especially conferred by Christ 
tipon the twelve and the seventy, to qualify thenvfor the 
•duties of that special missicm ; and when the mission ceased, 
these powers ceased. The Apostles, as such, did not receive 
supernatural gifts, until the Spirit was poured from (Hi high, 
on the day of Pentecost. You, my dear sir, are continually 
befogging your subject, by bringing together things which 
are entirely separate, and can have no necessary connection 
with each other. 
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On p* ai, I fiod the fo)k)iJiring : " Yott say, * Perhaps it 
may be an entirely novel idea to some, that the Apostles, as 
such, were never ordained/ You mean here — not that they 
had no solemn appointment to their office — ^but that hands 
were not laid on them.'' I mean just as I have said. I do 
not usually say one thing and mean another. I never said 
that it was necessary to official ordination, that hands should 
be imposed upon the candidate's head. I agreed with you in 
the opinion, that Christ officially ordained his twelve disci- 
ples when he breathed on them and said ♦* receive ye the 
Holy Ghost ;" but I contended that it was an ordination to 
the Presbyterate. My position was, that the Apostles, as 
such, were not officially ordained in any manner : not, that 
they had not hands laid upon them. So that what you say 
upon this point entirely falls to the ground. My dear sir, I 
would much prefer that you should not undertake to explain 
my meaning ; for it is just as much as you can possibly do to 
explain your own. 

Oil p. 22, .1 find a very weak argument to prove that the 
disciples could not have received the ministerial commission 
as Presbyters, founded upon the fact that they are not called 
ElderSf but Apostles in the book of Acts. Please bear in 
mind my position, viz : that the apostles united in themselves 
the two offices of Apostle and Presbyter: that they acted in 
the>one capacity, under the commission which they received 
in connection with Judas; and, in the other, under the minis- 
terial commission. The apostolic office was, of course, the 
superior one : and do you not know that men are usually 
styled by the title which belongs to the highest office they 
bear ? My friend, Judge R. a few years ago, was called 
Esquire R. Now, he is the Hon. Judge R. Has he, there* 
fore, ceased to be Esquire? Besides, while it is true that the 
apostles are not called Elders in Acts, it is likewise true that, 
in the Epistles, they call themselves Elders : i^ Peter, v. 1 — 
•* The elders which are among you 1 exhort, who am also 



«n EltDEiLf and n witoeSB of the sufierings of Christ'' ; 
il John l-rr'* The Elder, unto the elect lady'' ; iii. Joha 
l-^i< The Elder unto the well beloved Gaiu3 whom I love 
in the trulh." 

On the lower part of p. t&2,.I find the following : *' Besides, 
you say> (p. 70,) * Hence Paul saya, I Cor., j. 17, * Christ 
sent me, not to baptize^ but to preach the Gospel ;' that is, 
iny appropriate works ^ a» aposll^^ la, not to baptize, but to 
preach.' The italics are your owa" (I confess them.) 
*^ How is this I Paul preached, as an Apostle, but the others 
preached under their last Commission, as Presbyters ! Star.t 
not at this !"' (I will try and hold still.) ^* For you say, in 
your own words, on the preceding page, <They were ordain- 
ed Presbyters ; and as aucn were commissioned to preach,' 
^c. Let any man reconcile such reasoning who ctm. It is 
beyond the compass of my understanding." Very likely. 
Your understanding orust have rather a small ** compass," or 
you would have seen this whole matter most fully explained 
and harmonized in my Lectures. In Lecture iv., p. 60, you 
may find the following : <* The Apostles, as such, had no 
right to perform most of the duties enjoined in the ministerial 
cummission. The only duty which Apostles were appointed 
to perform, in common with presbyters, was that of 
r REACHING. We find this inserted in the article of their 
apf ointment, as contained in Mark iii. 14, 15 ; *« And be 
ordained (or constituted) twelve, that they should be with 
him, and that he might send them forth to preachy and to have 
power to heal sicknesses, and to cast out devils." In Penn- 
^ylvai^in both ministers and justices of the peace have the 
legal right to solemnize marriages. I once knew, in that 
state, a minister who was elected justice of the peace. By 
.consequence, he could solemnize marriage as a minister^ and 
he could do the same as a justice of the peace. Was he a 
CONTRADICTION t My dear sir, ia the matter now brought 
within <« the compass of your understanding" ? 
C 
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"On p. 23, yoQ interpose two oibjections to tha position I 
have taken — tbat Paul and Barnal>a8 were ordafned Pre^f»- 
lers by the Presbytery of Antioch. 

1. You object that they were set aplirt to the work of a 
special mission ; and, If ordained for the duties of a special 
inission, when that was concluded, the powers conferred by 
the ordination must cease. I deny all connection between 
your premises and conclusion. Suppose We allow that the 
duties of this special mission formed the argument, or the 
reason, for their being ordained Presbyters at that time, would 
that prove that their office must cease when the term of theft' 
mission expired? Suppose, for inustratioh, a well-educdted 

^and eminent lawyer to be converted, and become fired With 
the missionary spirit Re is a man of great judgment and 
extensive knowledge of the business of this world, in its 
various relations. The American Board wish to send him 
upon a five year's exploring tour, to visit the several mis- 
sionary stations, and to explore new posts for missionary 
effort. They conclude that he can be far more useful, if, 
during his absence, he can exercise the functions of a Gospel 
minister. Under these peculiar circumstances, he applies to 
the Presbytery, and receives ordination. Permit me to ask, 
when the work of this mission is accomplished, would he 
cease to be a Presbyter ? You know he would not. Neither 
did Paul and Barnabas. 

2. You argue that this transaction t;ould not have been 
an ordinatioti to the Presbyterate, because Barnabas and Paul 
were previously named, in connection with the Presbyters of 
Antioch, under the titles of prophets and teachers. But, sir, 
by what process do you prove that their names could not be 
connected with the names of those Presbyters, under th%se 
general titles, without themselves being Presbyters, imtil after , 
this ordination 1 No great weight attaches to your argu- 
ment : and I must conclude that the wonderful flourish which 
you make about the doulle crdinaiion^ which you represent 
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them Jo have ^eouv^ k a, sh/out of triut^K without the 
beoiiit of a vic/ory. 

Oa p« 23| aod te coi|nQc|ion with your remarks uppn tho 
ordimttic^ of Paul and'Baroabaij^ you say ; *• Pardon ipe, 
air, you tell ua y<H] follow Doctor IjiliUer ip tMs maUer. lia 
baa lad you into ervor ^ o^re than ona ocoa8ioix» aa you will 
see.'' I shall have tq ejcer^se the goi^el rule liieralJ^^ ao4 
pardon you^* s&^ent^ Hmes xeren," if I f^rdon afl your mis* 
representattoQB. I never told you that I •• follovtred Docjbo^ 
Stiller in tbi9 mi|4ter/^ You oan^^nd no such declaration in 
my l^ectur^ To^ustaip the sentiment I had adyam;ed*^ 
viz : tb|it this wae'an qficial w'di^ation — I quoted the opin* 
ions of Dr* Miller, ,of the Episcopal Dr, Hammond, of Bish- 
op Taylo*, of Dr* liightfooti ai|dof Ar^h-Bishop Whately : 
and, haoause £ quota these authorities, to 48ustaip me in my 
opinjoaupon thiasubjeot, you reprjssent me aa telling you, 
that I ** follow Dr. Millar*" You might, with the same pro- 
priety, have iaformad the public that 1 said I followed Bishop 
Taylor, or Aroli-Bidiop Whately. Su<$h misrepresentations 
aa this will not tetid very much lo secure you the esteem of 
the oandid portion of coQWKiunity* '\ ' 

In re^^urdtoDr* ifiUer's ^^leadbgme into error,"! would 
say, that, upon the subj^ts 6f Eceleeiaslical History and 
Chureh polity^ than is no man living in whom 1 should have 
gnaater coofidenee than in Profetaor Miller, I venture to 
affirm, thftt,.i;9Qn these subject he nev^ has led any man 

"Ml/OeiTW." 

On the lower part of p. ^a, I find the fallowing : ^In the 
Ibird place, yon aay, p^. §3 : < It it plain that Apostles, as 
snoh, had not a ri^tto ordahi ; bat that the Apoatla EauJ« 
before he oonld ordain ^thensi must himaelf be Ofduned, by 
Iba Preaby tery« to the IVesl^Kurate.' But where, I would 
■ak, do tl» Presbylery c6fna ftom I P«rhap8 yoti will say^ 
the Apostles. I see not what #ther asawer yen can give. 
But, «ra« not St. Paul lAi-tfaat the other Apostles w«re4 The 



Ix)rd bad fenC them all vidi equal powers and rigbfs. 9l. 
Paul was as much ordaioed as the otheiSw . Od neither were 
the hands of Christ laid in the act of orfinafioii. He sent 
f hem fbrfhf coiDmissioiied as his ministersy by his word and 
H0I3- Spirit Ifthey then were eklers, so was 8t. Faol. He 
fook his place among them as an equal K, thereforey he 

* could not ordain others till he himself was ordained by the 
Presbriery to the PresbylerBte«' neither coald they. Now, 
where will th*s Presbytery come from t St Paal most first 
be ordained — not by Christy (yon do not say * this,) — ^bot by 

* the Presbytery.' So also must the other Apostlea Where 
win yotir Preri»ytery come from t Why, they most be 
ordained by the Apostles ; and they, in their turn, most erdain 
the Apostles, including Paul ! Do not mistake this for an 
attempt at ridicule. I intend it to be, and will presome to 
cftH it argument" I have introdoced this long passage from 
your letter, not so much on account of its importance, as 
because it contains an aiUmpt ai wit nmd sareaswL In the 
introduction to your letter, yon charge me to beware of these 
very things, and intimate that, in my hands, they are dan- 
gerous weapons. Now, sir, I do not believe that I am in any 
{Kirticular danger from these weapons, in your hands^ Tou 
handle them as awkwardly as David did Saul's armor* 

But let us try, for a few moflMSts, to chase away the mists, 
which surround this passage, and, if possihie, let the .««»« 
light in upon it 1. You ask, ** Where did this Presbytery 
come from t" 1 will endeavor to inform you. You may 
depend upon it, it had a parentage— and a Pretb^erum par- 
entage. I have said several times in my Leotures* and I hove 
tried to say it in such a way as to have it remembered-*(ah», 
that it shook! be *« beyond the compass of your onderrtand* 
log")— i-tbat the Apostles nailed in themselves the two ofiieea 
of Apostle and Presbyter | thi^ they acted in the former 
capacity, under the commisnon whkh they received in cdw 
nection with Judas ; and in ihe lattoTf under the ministeml 



^ooiiimisii6ii$ and I stHMgly sui^ieet that tbty, tis Pr6fsbyt«r«, 
coostitu^ the Prosbytery oF Antiocfa. 

2. Upon tke subject of the ordtoatioa of Paul, 1 would 
say thai there is ao evidence that he was ev^ ordained ^n 
ApoBile ; but, like the«other Apoetles, he wa^ simply appoint- 
ed to the Apostleship by Christ in person* As an Apostle, 
he was on an equality with the other Apostles. The only 
difference between them consisted in the fact, that, while 
they had been ordained Presbyters by their Lord and Master, 
up. to the time of which we now speak, he had not received 
tbe Presbyterate. Should you be disposed to ask, why Gtirist 
did not ordain Paul a Presbyter, ais he did the other Apostles ? 
I answer, because, at the time of Paul's commission, he had 
committed this work to the Pre^yters in his church. He 
had, sometime previously, personally inducted the eleven 
Apostles into the Presb^terate, and had committed to them 
the power of ordaining^ other's. It is contrary to the whole 
economy of g^ace, for the Lord iesva Christ personally to 
discharge those duties, and to perform those official 4kQiSj the 
doing of which he has eomiltitted to his churcli and his min- 
isters. 

On p. 24, you make a few remarks upon tbe Deaconship. 
You seem entirely to yield the point in regard to Stephen ; 
but you hold fast to the case of Philip, like a drowning man 
to a straw. M}' statement in regard to Philip was simply 
this : that^ as Deacon* he had no right to perform the func- 
tions of a Gospel minister, and did not pretend to exercise it ; 
but that, it appears from Scripture, he was afterwards raised 
to ^e higher office of Evangelist, and, in this latter capacity, 
preached and baptized. Hence Philip is called. Acts 3^xi. 8, 
"Philip the EvangeiiH,'' This case was noticed directly, 
after as close an argument as I was capable of framing on 
the subject of the Deaconehipt founded upon . the history of 
their appointment, as related in Acts vi. 1«-^. This argu- 
ment you choose to let entirely alone. You likewise^ in 
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efiSxt, yield the ease of Stephen;- and ihe&befid atl ytimr 
efforts to the single poinl of saving, 4o yeor evidenily slnkio^ 
cause, Deacon PkUip. This you attempt to do, i>y sobatan* 
tiaUy denying that there was, in the early New TeetameDt 
Church, any such thing aa a distinct order of Evangelists. 
Upon this hypothesis, pray how do you dia^[K)8e of Ephea. 
iv. 11 : << And he gave some Apostles, and some Prophets* 
and. some Evangelists, and some Pastors and Teachers, for 
the perfecting of Saints,'' &e. This passage certainly teaci^es 
that Evangelists were as much a distinct order as Apostles or 
Pastors. The Episc^^ai Dr. Wiilet, in his Synapsis Papismi, 
says : *' It is most likely Timothy had the place and calling 
of an EvAKUEUST : and the calling i>^ evan^elisU and 
bishops, which werfe pastors, was diverse.'^ Your own 
Townsend not only admits that there was such an order in 
the church as Evangelists^ but also that Timothy vif^Bordmned 
to. the Evangelical office by the Presbyters of the church 
at Lystra. If a denial that there was in the eatiy church a 
diatincl order of Evangelists, be all the hold you have upon 
Deacon Philip, I strongly susp^t you will be compelled to 
relinquish his case also. 

You remark, somewhat peeviabiy : '^ This Evafigeiisi, by 
the way, is a very convenient character : when the case of 
Timothy was in discussion, he was an Evangelist you say : 
now, when the case of Philip is under consideration, and we 
urge, most fairly and conclusively, that he was a Deacon, and 
that he preached and baptized, you reply, he was an Even" 
gelist'^ My dear sir, I only reiterate the reply which the 
Scriptures have put into my mouth. I, too, have frequently 
thought that, like many other things to be found in the Bible* 
^Hhese Evangelists^^ are ^^very convenient cliaracters^^ for 
the cause of Parity* 

On p. 25, you enter upon a review of the fathers. The 
first father whose testimony you notice is Clement; You 
quote from him the following passage, taken from an Epistle 



o£ fai« to tbe CoriatUan churefa* «* And tbe samo care minit 
be .had of the Persona that iBi»i8ter uato bim. For the ehief 
prieel has his proper service ; and to the priests tbmr proper 
pjace is appointedy asd to the Levites. appertain- their proper 
nunistries : and the layman is confioed within the bounds of 
what is commanded to laymeft. Let everv one of you, there- 
forey brethren, bless God in his proper station ;. and with all 
gravity, not exceeding the rule of his service that is appointed 
to him*'' From tbis passage you conclude that Clement 
taught the existence of three orders in the ministryt in the 
New Testament Church : but this conclusion is wonderfuHy 
constrained and unnatural. Clement is here discoursing on 
the subject of disorder in the church at Corinth, growing out 
of the fact that some of her members had overleaped the 
bounds of their own appropriate sphere, and assumed to dis- 
charge the official duties belonging to others. He dwells 
upon the very great improp riety of such a course, and enfor- 
ces the necessity of order and harmony in the Church of 
Christ. This truth he illustrates by a reference to the Jew- 
ish church. He says, in that church every man discharged 
faithfully the duties of his own office, and confined himself 
strictly to the limits of his own station. The high priest, the 
priests, the Levites, the laymen, all knew and kept their 
proper places. Thus, brethen, it should be with you. '^Let 
every one, therefore, bless God in his proper station^ not 
exceeding the rule of his service that is appointed to him.'^ 
Clement never intended, by this passage, to teach that, in the 
New Testament Church, there were three orders in the min- 
istry. Jerome, in one of hi» Epistles, illustrates his subject 
by reference to an army. Does he therefore mean to teach, 
that, there are as many orders of the ministry in the church, 
as there are officers in an army ? 

On the testimony of Polycarp you remark : ** 'This 
father (you observe) does not, in his whole Epistle, mention 
the word bishop.' We are not looking for the « woi«d/ 



but t)M thing. Tke trtftli n, th« Bpitti* i« a «b»rt one^ and 
«ay8 linle «b tb« safajtcl in quostioii. What you httv«^ qo^te^ 
however, botltfrom titds father and the former^ is enough to 
condemn your system of jiar%. For two orders are distinctly 
meatioDed. But, at the very opening of his JBpistle, we 
teed : * Polyearp imd the Preshyters that are with him,' 6so. 
It appears, then, that he was distinct fri>m the Presbyters, 
and, therefore, a bishop^ as all history agrees in testifying." 
Upon this passage I would remark : 1. If I could only 
keep you to the ** tMng^^ ^^ riz i u diocesan hiskop^^my 
work in this controversy would be a very brief one : but the 
difHcuUy is, that the « word' bishop^ occupies so large a space 
before your organ of vision, that it is next to impossible to 
make you see the ^ thing y As a consequence, wherever 
you find the word * bishop,^ you are continually b^ging the 
very question in debate, and affirming that a diocesan bishop 
is intended. 2. You assert that the very quotations which I 
make, both from Clement and Polycarp, are enough to con- 
demn the cause of Parity, because they mention the two 
orders of Presbyters and Deacon^. Pray, how do you prove 
this ? By assunHng another point in debate, viz : that the 
deacons of Clement and Polycarp were preaching deacons. 
1 have sometimes thought, during the progress of this discus^ 
sion, that you are the greatest *♦ BEOoAa in Controversy" 
that ever put pen to paper. 3. You sustain your bold appeal 
to history upon this subject, by quoting Moshietn and Igna- 
tius<-^bofh of whom positively affirm that Polycarp was 
bishop of Smyrna : but do they affirm that he was a diocesan 
bishop? This you will not pretend. Irenseus calls him, in 
one place, a • Bishop,' and in another place a « Presbyter,' 
showing that in his opinion he was a Presbyier-^Bishop, 
4. But your crowning argument, to prove that Polycarp was 
a diocesan bishop, is yet to come. It is founded upon the 
manner in which he opens his Epistle* « Poi.¥CABP and the 
Preebyters that are withhimy' &c. From this opening you 



* ct>nctud€ tliat he could not be a Prts^ler. Lest some very 

1^ weak minds should not perceive the force of yoor argument* 

!• permit me, for the sake of yodr cause, fo throw it into the 

^1 form of a syllogism : ,- 

Prop. 1. It is utterly impossible for Presbyters to have 
Presbyters with them. 

Prop. 2. Polycarp had Presbyters toith him. 

Conclusion. Therefore, Polycarp could not have bebn 
A Pr€sbyter. 'Q. E. D., 

You charge me with misrepresenting Ignatius. In this you 
are entirely mistaken. Upon the testimony of this father 
I remarked : 

1. * Great doubts are entertained by the learned, of the. 
genuineness of any of the Epistles attributed to him. There 
are two collections of his Epistles : the one is called his larger, 
and the other his smaller Epistles, Concerning the first, it is 
luiiversally agreed that they are spurious : and as to the last, 
it is very generally admitted that they abound with interpola- 
tions by subsequent writers. Dr. Campbell has a very able 
and convincing argument to prove that the whole of these 
Epistles are forgeries. Their style and language belong to 
the fifth century, rather than the first or second.' To all this 
you interpose not a single remark. 

2. « Whatever is said iir those Epistles about bishops, it oan- 
oot be proved to have been amd of diocesan bishops, but only 
of patochial bishops, or presbyters^' He^e.toor you are en* 
titely silent 

8. * Whatever authority they amy asoribft to biebops, they 
make presbyters the successors of the Apostles. This is 'all 
weiwedin the pfeeeot diiciMsioiK They use the follomng 
explioit language : « Thb Pesssttbiui pkebwk in tbb flacb 
4i9 TBI COUMSB1. OF TUB AroaTLBflw^ ^ Bo y«Bttbjeet to your 
PAB»BTTBfta «tf to the ApoaTi<BB OF JBaue Ckbist our hope.' 
« Let all reverence the Pbbbbttbbs as the &ANHEDRIM OF 
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OODANDTBECOI^LB^EOFAPOSTLBS." * Set that 
y^ (qllow the Pbcsbttkb.* as tbp Atostles/ • . 

Kowj «ir, what io you object to all this I Not that I have 
misquoted tn a single instance : this you do not pretend. But 
you complain that I did not quote what Ignatius says ahput 
the bishops. I did not do this for the very good reason thai 
the position I a^umed rendered such quotations entirely irre- 
levant SLXkd unnecessarif. 

My position was, that iohatever these Epistles of Ignatius 
ma^ ascribe to bishops, they make'pBrBSBYTERs th^ succes- 
sors OP THE Apostles. To this point I proceeded to quote 
as above ; and it is worthy of remark, that every quotation 
you cite in your letter in which the apostles are mentioned at 
-all, goes to sustain the same position. You have not quoted 
a single instance where the apostles are united either with the 
bishops dr deacons. In every passage cited by yoUrself they 
are invariably connected with Presbyters i — Could you find, 
in the Writings of this father, the Apostles bearing the same 
relation to the bishops, which he represents them tks sustaintf^ 
to the Presbyters, you would ring it through all the changes 
of the octave, as a most precious morsel rf testimony. 

We come next to that ill-starred passage from Irenseus, In 
regard to which you have raised such a shout of triumph.-— 
On this question I renuirk : 

1. Whe» I addressed myself to this controversy, I found hi 
my possession three difi^reiit Iranstations el those portions of 
the lathers which have any tcferenee to this subject; and, af- 
ter a careful examination, I adopted the one whieh appeared 
to i3»e to be the nsiost aecurate, and» all tluiigs tXMiaidered^ the 
beet J 

^ ^ The atither of this tranekMlttiv in « very few instaneea j 

where the original text woe proUx^and involved^ has taken the 
libertyt for tWeake of bi^evity and perapteukytto otrataueh 
semences or partd of sentuwea, asy ki his^oplotoiH eooid hare 
no bearing whatever t»pan Ae eea^^vemy io question* 



[88] 

S.' The passoge now ofider eotttlclfiitafkin h the only ottB'at 

tlie ^ind that I alhHr«d myself to copy fntd my Lectures: nor 

ilid I admit this mitii'I had M\y satMed myself that ndthing 

was omitted that was, in any wavt titatertal to either side <^ 

' this controvertiy. So f thought then, and so I continue to 

• Yhink. The only sentences omitted, which yon can pretend 

r have any bearing upon th» qcrestton, are the following :— 

\ ** For if the apostles had known hidden mysteries which they 

taught apiirt and secretly to the perfect, they would haye de- 

\ ll^ered them to these especiaHy to whom they committed even 

I the churches fhemselves. For they wished them to be' very 

perfect and irreprehensihle in all things, wboiii they left their 

Successors, delivering' their own place of government ; who 

acting correctly, great benefit wotiW arise 5 hut the greatest 

calamity if they Should fall away,*' Tfaa phrases upon which 

you seem particularly to fasten as being hnportant to your 

side of the question are these: "especiallyi to whom they (the 

Apostles) have committed' even the thurch^ themselves:'^ — 

•* Whom they left their sticeessors delivering their <mn place 

of governmenL^^ Now, sir, these are points upon which you 

and I have no dispute. I have never denied, but constantly 

affirmed, that the apostles left snecessots and that they left 

those successors their own place of gwemmeni. Birt the ques*- 

tion in dispute is, Were the apostles succeeded in their apbs'^ 

tolicai or their presayteriat ckaraeter 9 Did they commit to 

others the place of govemn^nt which they occupied in the 

church as Presbyters^ or as Aposths? Upon this point, the 

passage now under consideration has not the least hearing 

whatever : nor-is it of the least importance fn settling the 

true question at issue between us. 

'Here, then, is tiie plissage about whieh yoo have made such 
a Nourish of trufhpets, and by means of which you Intended 
to gull this icominuntty into the beHef, that, in citing my 
authorities, I * have been guBty of sad and vital mistakes.*-* 
Your poor heart seems to ache to have it understood that yOu 



hftved«teet«d«M iQ.^rror. But, sU^ y^ cuanpt stioeeed. 
When I set about iiivestig»ti|ig this sufa^i ^ ^'^i not vi^Qigh 
anchor and spread my caavas$ to the breeze, uotil I had set 
my conipass and examined well ;ny chart. . , 
. In regard to the celticism you make upon, the .phrasj^ 
^'Preebyt^rialsucceseion''. and «* approve Bldeis/' the one 
found in Irenajeus^.and th^ other in Turtullian» I have only 
to aay that I have examined carefully both passagest and ^m 
still of the opinion that the translation I have given conveys 
the true meaning of the authors. But, suppose you are cor* 
rect ; they are mere v^hal^firitmsms^ which can have no imr 
portant bearinj^. upon the testimony of either of xhese fathers. 

But, sinceyou have raised soQh adust aboni a single, pas- 
sage in Irenaeus, and that, ihe very driest aod^of the least 
importance,^ I should like to ask. wb^ you . have left entirely 
unnoticed such |>assages as the following, from the same au- 
thor : *^ When we challenge them (the heretics) to that apos- 
tolic tradition which is preserved in the church* TnaovoH thjb 
SUCCESSION of the PRc;siB¥Ti:&Sf they oppose the traditiont p^re- 
tending that they are wiser not only thaa the Presbyters, but 
also than the Aj^ostles." — Book against Her esies^ lib« in. ch. 2. 

** Obey those P&ESByTSjqus in the church who have the syc- 

CESSIONy AS WE HAVE SI^OWN, F£OH THE APOSTLES; wbO wiUl 

the SUCCESSION OF THE E7iscoFAT£y received the gift of truth 
according to the good pleasure of the Fatther."-Lib. iv. ch. 43* 

These, passages^ and more of the same import, you have 
seen (it to pass by in silence.; and I confers [ am led to ex- 
claim, in the language of an ancient philosopher, you have 
**shoym,far more misdam in what you hav^ neglegt«:o lo 
wrUe, than in what you have ^rittenJ^ 

On p. 30, you conunence a review of a very small portion 
of my Lecture on the 'ftestimonv of Episcopalians in our 
favor.'' You open your battery upon me uMer this.heafJU 
by uttempting a severe criticism upon tbe manner of quoting 
that.passai^eof Scripture which I have used as my motto.: 
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u Out of thine own mouth will 1 ooiufomn th^e." Your crit* 
ieiun consists of two parts. 1. You represent tn« as ^ alter- 
ing the Scriptures," because I have seen fit to use the word 
V« coQ4emn," instead of ** judge." 1 had supposed that I 
was arguing with an individual somewhat verged in the ori- 
ginal languages of Scripture, and who underetood at least 
a souittering of biblical criticism. But 1 must conclude that 
I am fioistaken. I will therefore proceed to give you a little 
ioformatioa on this subject. 1. . The Greek word * Krino^* 
here translated to judge^ means likewise tq eondemm It \m 
thus translated in various parts of the New Testament^ as 
might be easily shown, were it necessary, by a reference, to 
the several passages.* %. The relation which this word sus« 
tains to the previous and succeeding context, proves most 
clearly that it should have been translated condemn^ instead* 
of judge. There are two kinds of judgment : judgment of 
acqmltah and judgment of condemfiotimi : and to say that a 
man was judged, does not decide whether be was judged tmia- 
cent or guilty* But, in the passage now under consideration^ 
the whole context shuts up the case to one kind of judgment, 
viz : that of condemnaJUon. The servant, from the very 
nature of the case, could not be acquitted ; he must neceissa* 
rily be condemntd, 3. I am sQstained« in my rendefing of 
this word in this passage, by the opinion of every commen- 
tator I have ever consulted upon the subject. After these* 
remarks, the public m\\ judge hoyt fkr I have macb my$elf 
obnoxious to the charge of «* ailering the 8cripluretJ^ 

And now, my dear sir, were yon entirely ignorant of these 
facts ? or did you, with a full knowledge of them, purposehj 
represent me as ^^ altering the Scriplures^^' in order, iipossi" 
hle^ to bring upon roe the odium of that lar^e and highly 
respectable portion of community, who have never had tl>e 
advantages of a classical education, nor the time and q>por- 

*' Sec John iii. 17, 18 ; Acts xiil. 27 ; Rom. xiv. 22 ; 2 Th«ae. ii, 
12, &c. 

D 



tuDity to fttteod to the auljeet of biblml oriticiHtt. Soeb ii 
OQurae pttnotd by a mmif ft tcBBtsniify a MINISTER, cao- 
not bul re-oot iqx>n hb own bond. 

3. Too oomplain of mo tot oinittiiig tbo lost clotsie of tfao 
tozt To this I only romafk, that I made use of the passage 
dmplif as a motto. I did not feel williing to apply eueb an 
opithot to any denomination of ChriiBlians. But, sir, if your 
eonecienoe troubles you, and you feel that, by the omteion^ 
i have neglected faithfully to cKscharge my duty, the passage^ 
ii sliil in the Bible, and you ean make, the applteation to toit 
younelC 

You seem to (bubt whether bishop Hall er^ pv^Msbed a 
work oalfed henieum s and the reason yob ofier fbr it is 
oertainty very conclusife : hecauge StilHr^fleei puhHikod n 
work by the seme title* Just as though two men could not, at 
different periods, publish elieh a work under the same general 
titte. HalPs work was a small treatise compared witb Sttl* 
Hiig0eet^8 ; and tbe fact that the latter published a work 
whicb is known as ^*^the Irenievmi^^ doeo not prove that tbe 
former could not have published on Irenieum. Permit me to 
inform you,' Re v^ sir, thaf bishop Hall did pubHah such a 
work ; and that I do net consider the fact thf^t you are not 
able to find it, any very conelusive evidence that it never had 
an existence. You complain that I have drawn tAis mttkor* 
Uff £toak, an ^^ unkiunon stmroe.^* I gave the name of tbe 
author, and the name of the work from which the extract 
was taken. What more could you ask I Do you wish me 
to advertisa you of the book*store where it can bo procured t 
Perhaps i may, when you tti&rm me where I ean obtain the 
vohmer wbbh, you say, contains your answer te my review- 
of your Qredc^ ciitimstns. 

. Youi affirm that the passage ( quote fnom the %4» page, of 
^ Jewel's Defence ^c against Harding,' never oould be fottnd» 
You ask me : << Are you not aware that tbiA passngi^ mss^t 
could be fouud I that Dr. Bowden, in his answer to Dr« 
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MlleTi remarks : * I have k>okad over that book from page 
2!M>>io 275, add over seYeral other parts of the yolame, hot 
without the kaat aiicces&' '^ 1 aiil aware, thatDr. Bowden 

' writea to Dr. Miller as )Foa have here stated ; hot, I am n0t 
awape. that this faet proves more, than that tkr* Bowden did 
not find the passage in question. It, oertainly, lioes not prove 
that it cMd hot be found. Are yon, Rev. air, aware of Dr. 
MHler's reply to tlus statement of Dr. Bowdenf It is as 
follows : •' Dr. Bowden has made an insinuation with regard 
to one of the Episcopal Concessions cited in tny work, of 
which it is proper to take notice. He says he has examined 
Jiw^t Defence of Ms Apologf^ and cannot find the passage 
which I profess to quote from that work, in my sevefilii 
letter. He therefore infers that I have either taken the 

- quotation at second hand, on the authority of seme person' 
who has blvndered in the husiness ; or that my references arc 
tQ a dii^rent edition from thai which hs has consulted. I 
can assure this learned professor, who has, it most bo con- 
fessed, much reason to plume himself on the faimesi» and 
accuracy of his quotations, that I possess a copy of the work 
from which my citation was made ; that my edition in, liipe 
that which he professes to have consulted with so much car«, 
{k folio, printed in 1574),) and that I am ready, whenever he 
will phase to favor me loith a visitf to show him the very 
words which 1 hive quoted, in the very page referred to as 
containing tkemJ^ — So much for your fairness, in atteoipt- 
ing to impeach the testimony of bishop Jewel. 

Your attempt, on p. 31, to invalidate the testimony of a 
paper referred to by me, called <*a declaration,'' dec, »gned 
by the arch*bishops, numerous bishops, and other dtstingoisk- 

. ed members of the English Church, because it was pubiished 
in the time af Henry VIU\ and also the testimony of bishop 
Bumet« because the pasnige I quote is not found in his his- 
tory of the Reformatio, but in another work published by 
the same atUhor^ is too weak to deserva a serious notice. 
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On p. 88, 1 find the foUowing : «« On p. lid and IdO you 
give a long extract from Dr. Reignolda Now this person 
was a noted Puritan ; though nominaHy an Episcopalian, he 
was zealously engaged on the side of the Prasbyterians. At 
the Hampton 'Court Conference between Episcopalians and 
Presbyterians, Dr. Reignoids was the prolocutor for the latter ; 
and, with what zeal and partiality he urged ihehr cause 
eguinst ike Churchy may be ,seen in Collier^s eoclesiastical 
kistory." This is a sheer misrepresentation. The truth is 
as follows : 

1. This conTerence was not betwe^i the members of the 
Episcopal Church and Presbyterians, but between the highn 
toned and the Reform parties otVthe English Church. I have 
before me the petition which was presented by tbe Reform 
party to the King, and whieb laid the foundation of this con- 
ference, li is entitled. ** The huaible petition of MiNisTsas 
OF THE Church op England, desiring reformation of certain 
ceremonies and akusei of the iJhurchJ* This looks very 
much like their being ** Presbyterians." Perhaps you wouW 
represent the anti-Puseyites in your church at the present 
day tb be ** Pr^byterians." 

' 9. At this conference, Dr. Reignolds did not volunteer to 
advocate the cause of the Reform Party : but he, with oth- 
ers, was appointed to that duty hy the King hhnself You 
refer to Collier, to prove thnt he exhibitted great zeal upon 
that occa^on. You need not have taken that trouble. Neal 
admits the fact not only, but also gives the substance of the 
arguments which Re used. And pray, who would not do his 
very best, under such cireumstanoes : appointed by his King 
to advocate the cause of that party, ogainst some of the 
ablest men in l^e nation. The very fact of his receiving 
this appointment $peaks voli»»>ed in Aivor of his standing and 
influence.. 

8. Notwithstanding «H this, the Reform Party afterwar«ls 
complained most bitferJy that ihey were not perntitted to 
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duooKB tb«r own advoeai^B. Tiieae are' the fscts in the C8se»* 
and the public may joclge bow fairly yoa h^re represented 
the matter. Dr, Reignolde was a celebrated divine of 4be 
Church of England He waa Divinity Professor, in the 
University of Oxford, and was eminent for bis piety, learn- 
ing, and abilities. The fact that he sympathised with the 
Reform Party, in the days of the weak and wicked James, 
.instead of being against him, is altogether in his ,/a«pr. 

Ton say that Slater reviewed the work of Lord King, 
from which I quote, and you very politely offer me the loan 
of bis review. When your •» understanding" shall have 
acquired *< sufficient compass" and acuteness, to explain bow- 
the fact that Slater reviewed King, goes to invalidate bis tee- 
timony, I may, possibly, avail myself of your offer. But 
you say King never replied to this review. N^ty likely. I 
myself have seen reviews which 1 thou^t not worth answer- 
ing ; and it may possibly be that hts Lordship thought thus 
.of Slater's review. 

On p. 34, you attempt to impeach the testimony of Jerome, 
by quoting what Mosheim has said of his austere liahit^ his 
choleric temper^ and the bitterness of his spirit in controversy .• 
but these are not the things which go to the point of one's 
veracity. The only questions important for us to settle con- 
cerning this witness, are those which relate to his learning 
and probity. That Mosheim was correct in the description 
he gives of Jerome, I have no disposition to deny; but, it 
seems to me that that part of his character which is described 
by Murdock, in his note to Mosheim, on the pDge opposite to 
^he one from which you quote, has much more to do with 
settling the value of this father's testimony. "Jerome," 
sayp he, ** was the best informed of all the Latin Fathers 
in sacred literature. The Latin, Greek and Hebrew lan- 
guages were all familiar to him ; and he had a very extensive 
acquaintance with the best writers of. both the Latin and the 

• Neart History of the Puritans, Vol. «, ch. 1 , p. M-^6. 
D2 
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Gr06k ohiifclies. H* likewise poMMsed geaiua, iiMkstrjr, 
and literary enterpriser »n no ordinary degree." Whatever 
may. be said of the defects of Jerome, bis character for learnt- 
ing and veracity luts been so firmly established, that .aiiy 
attempt, by yourself, or any c4her indrvidaal, to impeach his 
testimony, must be ent^ely. unavmling, 

^ On p. 85, I find the following : " You also quote from 
the Apostolic Constitutions, which Mosheim, lib. 1, cent. 1, 
part ii., oh. ii., thus characterises : <The viit. bdoks of the 
Apostolic Constitutions are the work of some austere and 
melancholy author, who designed to reform the worship i^nd 

' diseipHne of the church ; which, he thought, were fallen 
ftH»m their original purity and sanctity, and who ventured to 
prefix the names of the Apostles to his precepts and regula- 
tions,* in order to give them currency/ '* Now, sirj why did 
you not save yourself the trouble of quoting Mosheim to this 
point, when you might have quoted directly from my lectures I 
In Lect. ix., p. 141, I state, in so many words, that the Apos- 
tolic Constitutions ^*are admitted to he a forgery. ^^ Why did 
you not refer to this, instead of quoting Mosheim 1 For the 
very good reason that you feared to expose yourself. Tlie 
facts in this case have afforded me no little amusement, but 
they are most dilsgraceful to yourself. Th6y are as follows : 

1. On p. 86 of your " Inquiry into the Ministerial Cora- 
mission," you quote the Apostolic Constitutions, as authority 
to prove that Linus was ordained bishop of Rome by St. 
Paul, without even so much as intimating that they were a 

forgery. 

2. When I came to review you upon that point, I brought 
out the fact that your authority was forged and spurious, in 
the following language — Lect. ix., p. 141 : **I know we are 
told by our author that « the author of the Apostolic Consti- 
tutions makes Linus to have been ordained bishop of Rome 
by St. Paul.' Will our author be kind enough to inform us 
who was the author of the Apostolic Constituticwsi and when 
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like J were writleo/ They are admitted (o have been a for- 
ge/y ; and while, Hke any other work of fiction, they may 
be BvioBNCE ofika customs of the tkne in which they were 
written^ it would be the height of absurdity to rel§ upon them 
as authentic testimony of a historical factJ^ 

3. In accordance with the. foregoing rule, so plainly sta- 
ted by myself, I. quote from the Apostolic Constitutions, in the 
place referred to in your letter, not as testimony of a histor* 

fCaZ/ac/, but to ILLUSTRATE JL CUSTOM OF THE AGE. The 

correctness of this statement will appear at once, by refering 
10 Lect viii., p. 133, where the passage to which you refer 
rooy be seen as quoted by myselC 

4. In that portion of your letter now under consideration, 
you are guilty of the contemptible course of attempting to 
asperse my character, and discredit my LfCctures, by 'repre- 
senting to the public that I have quoted as authority the 
Apostolic Constitutions, without advertising them of the fact 
that they were spurious^ or stating a well-known and univer- 
sally admitted principle, in accordance with which they were 
quoted by me : and then, to carry out the deception, instead 
of going to my Lectures, ydu go to Mosheim, to prove them 
a forgery, ♦* Oh shame, where is thy blush !" 

Did you suppose that you were contending with an indi- 
vidual, who had so little regard for his own reputation, as to 
allow these gross misrepresentations to pass unnoticed and 
unexposed ? Perhaps you thought that the joy of an ideal 
victory, which yourself and a few of your friends might 
experience, during the brief space of time which must 
necessarily intervene between the publishing of your letter 
and the appearance of my reply, would be a sufficient reeom- 
pense for all yoar mis-statemeivts. If this was your view, ki 
my humble opinion, in the language of Franklin, you have 
<* paid dear, very deary for the whistle.'' 

Your attempt to prove the scrjptural origin of Prelacy, 
from the history of the Jerusalem church, might be some- 
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whal ftoceestfulv if you could show that (be Xamsalem Uth- 
ops were diocesans : bal, unfortunatsly for your oattse, I 
faffcve proved, by arguments which you have not attempted to 
•Dswer, that the bishops of the early New Testament chureh 
were not diocesan^ but Presbtfter-Biskops. 

The only argument you have attempted to offer, in favor 
of Jerusalem forming a Diocese, is founded upon the fact of 
the great numbers that must necessarily have been conaeeted ^ 

with that church. But this proves nothing in y.our favor. 
It is a fact, established by the history of the churoh in every 
age» that where Christianity, while in its infancy, in any 
country, has a rapid growth and wonderful success, its adher- 
ents, as far as possible — even to the number of thousands — 
prefer to consolidate their strength and influence, by belong- 
ing to tbe.same individual church, rather than divide up into 
separate churches. We have an illustration of this fact, in 
the rapid spread of Christianity at the Se^ndwich Islands. 
Their churches are very large, and their parishes very ex- 
tensive. Rev. Mr. Coan has over seven thousand connected 
with his church, and his parish extends over hundreds of 
miles ; and yet, it is not a DiocesBf but the Parish of a 
Preshyter-Bishop, Thus it was with the church at Jerusa- 
lem, and the other early New Testament churches. Bishop 
While, in his *»Gase of the Episcopal Church," &c., makes 
the following^statement : <* There having been zm. Episcopal 
power lodged by Jesus Christ with his Apostles, and by them 
exercised generally ht person, but sometimes by delegation, as 
In the cases of Timothy and Titus, the same was conveyed by 
them, before their decease, to onb pastor in each cru&ch % 
which, generally comprehended allthv: chaisti ans jn a citt 
AND A ooNVENiftNT suBROuNDfKo DisTaicT." The learned 
Fie)d|in bis oelebrafed work on the chureh, says : «*The Apos- 
tles of Christ and their aucceasors so divided the people of God, 
converted by their ministry, int<^ particulak churcuss, that 
EA<?ii CITY AND TBE PL Acfis. neAr ^ADJOINING did make but 
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ONE citintcH/' He (hen adds : <^ Jhough there be many 
Presbyters, i. e., many fatherly guides of one church, yet 
there is one among the rest that ia speciallp pastor of the 
place, who, for distinctions sake^ is named' a bishop.'' fn 
Tract for the Times, No. 15, we find the following para- 
graph ; *< In early times, a3 is well known, all christians 
thought substantially alike, and formed one great body all 
over the world, called the church catholic or universal. This 
great bwly, consisting of a vast number of separate churches^ 
with each of them its own bisliop at its head," * • Pray, 
what could be more plain than the above testimony t 

You ask me, (p. 30,) "Have you Conor buational Epis- 
copacy 1" I answer : Yes, sir — Congregationa> Episcopacy 
is Preshyterianism. Episcopacy, when correctly understood, 
is not opposed to Parity. It is Prelacy that is opposed to 
Parity. The **Episcopoi^' of the Bible were not Prelates 
whose duty it was to exercise their authority over " inferior 
clergy," but Presbyter-Bishops, who were appointed "over- 
seers" of the flock of Christ. In our Denomination, the 
Pastor of each particular church is the ♦* Episcopos" or Bish- 
op of that church ; and the parish over which he presides is 
his ^ Episcopate,^ We have no Prelates, but we have a mii/- 
tHude of Bishops. Besides the Bishop, we have, in each 
individual church, a bench of ordained Elders or Presbyters, 
and another bench of ordained Deacons. If this is not 
"Congregational Episcopacy," in the Bible sense of that 
term, I know not where it can be found. When you aflirm 
that our Eiders are " unordained," you mean either entirely 
to deny the validity of our ordinations, or you betray a ve>y 
gross ignorance of the polity of oar ehuroh. 

On p. 40^ while you are entirely silent as to your lines of 
siKcessioh through Rome, and through the Briton Bishops^ * 
you inform us that you -havo^tscovered a third line, running 
through " Ancient Ganl," up to the Apostle John.^ You are 
about 4ls good at finding out kbw. roads to the Apqstles, Its 



yoii ar« at buotiog up ^postlet theraselvef. Concerniiig tbi» 
roadf I would remark that it has been so recently dleoorered, 
the friends of Parity have not yet had time suBioienkly ^ 
explore it } btft 1 hasard nothing in affirming, that, when it 
shall come to be travelled, there will be found, lying across 
its path, numerous chasms, so broad and deep, that, to attempt 
to leap them, would make even High Churchmen turn pale. 

Your assertion, that my views of the Ministerial Succes- 
sion are those of the Independents, ia altogether a mistake. 
The views I entertain are sTaicTLT Pbksbttsbian ; as any 
individual, who is at all acquainted with the sentiments of 
Presbyterians, and who will take the trouble to examine my 
Lectures, must at once perceive. Upon this point, esfedallff^ 
1 have published, not only my own views, but the views of 
the church to which I belong. 

Before closing my letter, I wish to put to yourself a few 
interrogatories. 

1. Why did you skim the surface of only about one fourth 
part of my Lectures, leaving the other three fourths entirely 
untouched 1 

2. Why dui you not meet» like a man, ray review of your 
GaaiBK GArricisMS, instead of refering me to an unpublished 
work, or one, which, if published, is entirely beyond my 
reach 1 

9. Why did you not notice my strictures upon that Apos- 
tolical Succession, about which you made such a wonderful 
parade, in your '^ Ministerial Commission'^ ? 

4« Why did you not notice my review of your bdd and 
groundless assertions, that, in the English Church, *< Neither 
tiie Queen nor the Parliement have any authority in spiaiT- 
VAL matters— »no control over the i>ocTaiNBs, the visciflinb, 
or the woBBHip, of the Church :" «* that the Miftisterial 
Goounission is the PBiNCfri.B of unity in the one Catholic 
and Apostolic Church" : ** that there are no parties in the 
Episcopal Church. The church it on b, from Maioe to Geor- 
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gia ^ not a bishop* clergyman, or congregationi that ii not in 

VULL, HARMONIOUS UNtON WfTH THE WHOLE'' ! UpOD all 

these points, and numerous others, you maintain a btudikd 
eii^ENCB : and it is already whispered in this community that 
<* SILENCE GIVES CONSENT'' to your vanquisbment. 
. By this time, it must be evident to all« 1 think, that yon 
intended by your letter, not so much to review my Lectures^ 
as to discharge a blank cartridge, hoping to be able to 
effect a retreat under cover of the smoke. 

And now, my dear sir, I must bid you an affectionate and 
a final farewell. 

As I am a Presbyterian Bishop, and exercise the office of 
a Bishop, over an extensive and numerous Episcopate, I 
must be excused for saying that, with this Letter, my part in 
this controversy must close. Besides, you have recently 
furbished such numerous proofs of your accurate knowledge 
of history, — your extensive research, and acuteness of mind 
in biblical criticism, — and your powers of argumentation, — 
that I am inclined to believe the cause of Parity has little to 
fear from any thing you may hereafter speak or write upon 
the subject. 

Wishing you a long life, and abundant success in every 
good work, I subscribe myself, Yours truly, 

WM. C. WISNER, 
Rev. Llotd Windsor. 

Lockport, March 20, 1844. 
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la the appcndtJi: to your letter you give a Latin Extract from Irensus ; 
upon which you remark as follows I 

'^IsU The very title of this piece should l^e well observed. 'Con- 
ceroing the tradition o< the Apostles, or. the succession of Bishops from 
the apostles in the chorchea.' '* This only proves that, in the opinion of 
IrensBus^ there was in the church a stfccession of Bishops from the apos- 
tles. He does not here say whether they were Presbyter, or Diocesan. 
bishops. This, my dear sir, is the point of controversy between us. 

'*2d. It is from this piece ihat Rev. Mr. Wisner quotes. But on thei 
141st page of his review he says : * Where our author obtained so mucli 
imiformaHon we are entirely uninfonned ; certain we are that there is no 
sa^^derU testimony from scripture or ANY OTHER SOURCE, that 
Paul was ceer bishop of die Gentile Church at Rome** Yet in this identi- 
cal piece, (from which he gives us to understand he quotes,) the FACT 
is expressly stated : ' The greatest, and most ancient,, and universally 
known church, constituted and founded at Rome by those two most 
renowned aposiles Peter and PAi7x..' " 

One w««ild think from the show of italics and capitals in this para- 
graph, that it must certainly amount to something renr eoncZt&nre against 
Mr, Wisner' s statement. But; ^henit is fairly out, it is found n6% to 
contradict it in the least* Mr. Wisner stated, '' that there is no sufficient 
testimony from Scripturet' or any other source, that Paul was ever bishop 
of the Gentile church at Rome.'' Ireneus gives it as his opinion, found- 
ed upon ^^ tradition** not that Peter and Paul were Diocesan bishops of 
the church at Rome, but simply that they ^^constituted and founded*' 
that cburch« Before you can prove that the statements of Irenseus and 
Mr. Wisner are at variance, you moat show that the apostles were Dio- 
cesan biahops over every church they ever ** constittUed Sijtd founded,*' It 
happens very unfortunately for your design, that the afiirmatioB of Mn 
Wisner has reference u> one subject^ and that of Ifeneus to quite anothet^ 

" 3d. Again, page 141, he (Mr. Wisner) stys : 'All the testimony 
which is at all relied upon by the learned, goes to make Linus and 
Cletus PETER'S successors in the same sense with Clement.' Now, 
in the second sentence after the quotation given above from Ir^nseus, 
that author says : » The blessed Apostles therefore (Peter and Paal> 
founding and instructing the church delivered U> Linus the bishoprick 
TO GOVERN THE CHURCH.' It follows that Rw. Mr. Wisner 
must have been entirely unacquainted with Ireneus, and with the very 
passage of that author from which he quotes." It may possibly appear 
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that Mr. Wini«r hat fisroied a more intimftte acquaintance with Irenffiu«» 
and with this very pmssagCf than even Afr. Windsor himseU. We shall 
■ee presently. Mr. Wisner affirms that lAnus and CUhis were Peter^g 
mectBtom in the same $emse ydih Clement Now, sir, what do you oppofie 
to this affirmation? Strange to tell, the declaration of Irensus that 
*< the bleated apostles Paul and PETER delhered to Linus the bishopric" 
of that church. I ask, if Paul and PETER <i^*9«rAZ to Ltnvf the bishopric . 
of that church, was he not PETER'S successor, as well as Paul's ? And 
eonki Clement be any more than Pktxr's successor ? So that the very 
passage you quote, instead of sabverting Mr. Wisner' s position, goes 
directly to affirm it : *^ Out of thine own mouth will I condemn thee." 
Pardon me for presuming to write *' eomifemn," instead c^ ''judge." 

Again, you say : <* Ireneus goes on to give the names of the pertons 
who succeeded one another as bishops of the church of Rome, *• to gov- 
ern it.' He gives twf*lve names, closing the Hat with these words: 
^ Now, Eleutherus lutd the Bishopric in the twelfth place from the 
Apostles. By this ORDINATION and StJCCESSION,' &c. It is 
very extraordinary that this author should be quoted by a Presbyterian ; 
but let us not forget the manner in which he vsas quoted." Yon will 
not deny that the names of Soter, Anicetus, Pius, Hyginus, Telespho- 
nis, and Sixtus, are among the twelve mentioned by Irensus in the 
above passage ; nor will you deny that these names are included in (he 
catalogue of bishops given by yourself, in the appendix to your work on 
the <' Ministerial Commission." Now, it is worthy of remark that Ire- 
nsus, in his letter to Victor, then Bishop of Rome, in reference to the 
day upon which Easter should be celebrated, calls these same tiidtvid" 
ab PRESBYTERS. He says: "Those PRESBYTERS before 
Soter, who governed the church which thou, Victor, now goyemest — I 
mean Anicetut, Pius, Hyginus, Teleephorus, and Sixtus— they did not 
observe it; and those PRESBYTERS who preceded you, though they 
did not observe it themselves, yet sent the Eucharist to those other 
churches who did observe it. And when blessed Polycarp, in the days 
of Anicetus, came to Rome, he did not much persuade Anicetus to ob- 
serve it, as he (Anicetus) declared that the custom of the PRESBY- 
TERS who were hiB predecessors ahould be retained." Well, my dear 
sir, may I retort upon you your own language : " It is very extraordi- 
nary that this author should be quoted by a" Diocesan Episcopalian ; 
' ' but let us not forget the manTur in which he was quoted." But, pray, 
what do these quotations, when taken together, prove t Simply, that 
JreneuB calls the same individuals, in one place Bishops, and in another 
place Fresbyters ; showing that, in his opinion, they were Prxbttxr- 
BiBHors. W. C. W. 
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